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RESUMO 
 
Esta dissertação trata da inteligência na Missão das Nações Unidas na República Democrática 
do Congo (MONUSCO). Está dividida em três partes. Na primeira, contextualiza-se a 
pesquisa de inteligência em operações de paz nos Estudos Estratégicos Internacionais, 
abordando sua relevância, principais conceitos e teorias, bibliografia acadêmica e documental. 
Na segunda parte, apresenta-se o artigo científico, focado no caso da MONUSCO. Para 
avaliar se e como a inteligência contribuiu para aprimorar a efetividade da cadeia de comando 
e controle (C
2
) na missão, procedeu-se a análise do ponto de vista organizacional e funcional 
das estruturas de inteligência (G2, JMAC e JOC). As evidências foram colhidas por meio de 
entrevistas semiestruturadas com o staff da MONUSCO, de visitas técnicas à sede da missão 
em Goma e às localizações de Kanybayonga, Kiwanja e Rutshuru, da análise de relatórios e 
documentos da ONU contendo dados não estruturados, bem como por meio de revisão da 
literatura especializada. As conclusões da pesquisa indicaram que a inteligência contribuiu 
para aprimorar as estruturas de C
2
 na medida em que teve um papel crítico nos níveis tático 
(neutralização de grupos armados) e operacional (compartilhamento de informações e 
fornecimento de consciência situacional para a missão). Todavia, ela teve um impacto menor 
no nível estratégico, devido a uma lacuna persistente entre a missão em campo e a sede da 
ONU em Nova Iorque. Na terceira parte da dissertação, propõe-se uma agenda para pesquisas 
futuras, destacando o estudo do papel da ONU (e das operações de paz) no provimento de 
segurança na ordem internacional em transformação. 
 
Palavras-chave: Operações de Paz. Inteligência. Segurança Internacional. ONU. 
MONUSCO. 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
This thesis deals with intelligence in the United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO). It is divided in three parts. The first one 
contextualizes the research on intelligence peacekeeping in the scope of the International 
Strategic Studies by presenting its relevance, its main concepts and theories, and its 
specialized literature and documents. The second (and main) part of the document is 
comprised by the article itself, a case study of intelligence in MONUSCO. The organization 
of the mission-related intelligence structures (G2, JMAC, and JOC) and their practices were 
analyzed in order to assess if and how intelligence may have effectively contributed to 
MONUSCO. Evidence was collected through interviews with MONUSCO staff, technical 
visits to the mission’s headquarters in Goma, to the locations of Kanybayonga, Kiwanja, and 
Rutshuru, UN reports and documents containing unstructured data, and specialized literature 
review. The findings indicated that intelligence contributed to improve C
2
 at MONUSCO by 
playing a critical role at the tactical (neutralizing armed groups) and operational (sharing 
information and providing mission-wide situational awareness) levels. Nonetheless, it had a 
lesser impact at the strategic level, due to a persistent gap between the field mission and the 
UN structures in New York. The final part suggests an agenda for future research projects, 
highlighting the study of the UN role (and peacekeeping) in providing international security in 
the changing international order. 
 
Keywords: Peacekeeping. Intelligence. International Security. UN. MONUSCO. 
LISTA DE FIGURAS 
 
 
Figure 1 – Authorities and intelligence structures in the field................................................. 27 
Figure 2 – G2 Structure............................................................................................................ 28 
Figure 3 – JMAC Structure...................................................................................................... 29 
 
 
LISTA DE ABREVIATURAS E SIGLAS 
 
ADF  – Allied Democratic Forces  
AGNU – Assembleia Geral das Nações Unidas 
AoR  – Area of Responsibility 
C
2  – Comando e Controle 
CCOPAB – Centro Conjunto de Operações de Paz do Brasil 
CLA  – Community Liaison Assistant 
CSNU  – Conselho de Segurança das Nações Unidas 
DPA  – Department of Political Affairs  
DPKO  – Departamento de Operações de Manutenção da Paz 
DRC  – Democratic Republic of Congo 
DSF  – Departamento de Suporte 
EJVM  – International Conference on the Great Lakes Expanded Joint Verification   
Mechanism 
FARDC – Forces Armées de la République Démocratique du Congo 
FC  – Force Commander 
FDLR  – Democratic Forces for Liberation of Rwanda 
FIB  – Force Intervention Brigade 
FNL  – National Liberation Front 
FRPI  – Forces de Resistance Patriotique d’Ituri 
G2  – Military Intelligence 
HQ  – Headquarters 
HUMINT – Human Intelligence 
ICGL JIF – International Conference on the Great Lakes Joint Intelligence Fusion 
Centre 
ICGL  – International Conference on the Great Lakes 
IMINT – Imagery Intelligence 
ITEM  – Integrated Text and Event Management 
JIOC  – Joint Intelligence and Operations Centre 
JMAC  – Joint Mission Analysis Centre 
JOC  – Joint Operations Centre 
LRA  – Lord’s Resistance Army 
M23  – March 23 Movement 
MINUSMA – United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali 
MINUSTAH – Missão de Estabilização das Nações Unidas no Haiti 
MONUC – United Nations Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo 
MONUSCO – Missão de Estabilização das Nações Unidas na República Democrática do 
Congo 
NGO  – Non-Governmental Organization 
OCHA  – Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
ONU  – Nações Unidas 
ONUC  – Operação das Nações Unidas no Congo 
OSINT – Open Source Information 
PC  – Police Commissioner 
PKO  – Operações de Paz 
PNC  – Police Nationale Congolaise 
SIGINT – Signals Intelligence 
SRSG  – Special Representative of the Secretary General 
UAS  – Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Systems 
UN HQ – United Nations Headquarters in New York City 
UN  – United Nations 
UNIFIL – Força Interina das Nações Unidas no Líbano 
UNOCC – United Nations Operations and Crisis Centre  
UNPOL – United Nations Police 
UNSC  – United Nations Security Council 
UNTSO – Missão das Nações Unidas para a Supervisão da Trégua 
 
 
SUMÁRIO 
 
   
1 CONTEXTUALIZANDO A PESQUISA SOBRE INTELIGÊNCIA EM 
OPERAÇÕES DE PAZ DA ONU NOS ESTUDOS ESTRATÉGICOS 
INTERNACIONAIS ..................................................................................................... 11 
 
 2 INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT TO MONUSCO: CHALLENGES TO 
PEACEKEEPING AND SECURITY ......................................................................... 22 
 
3 AGENDA DE PESQUISA FUTURA .......................................................................... 54 
 
 REFERÊNCIAS ............................................................................................................ 57 
 
 APÊNDICE A – Roteiro Entrevista Semiestruturada ............................................... 65 
 APÊNDICE B – Semi-structured Interview Questions ............................................. 66 
 ANEXO A – DR Congo and Region ............................................................................ 67 
 ANEXO B – MONUSCO Military Deployment ......................................................... 68 
 ANEXO C – Nord-Kivu and Sud-Kivu DR Congo .................................................... 69 
 ANEXO D – Armed Groups in DR Congo ................................................................. 70 
 
 
 
 
  
11 
1  CONTEXTUALIZANDO A PESQUISA SOBRE INTELIGÊNCIA EM 
OPERAÇÕES DE PAZ DA ONU NOS ESTUDOS ESTRATÉGICOS 
INTERNACIONAIS
1
 
 
 
Busca-se, nesta primeira parte do trabalho, situar as atividades de inteligência em 
operações de paz das Nações Unidas (ONU) como objeto de estudo no campo interdisciplinar 
dos Estudos Estratégicos Internacionais.
2
 
 Os Estudos Estratégicos constituem um campo interdisciplinar que procura explicar as 
diversas relações sociais, técnicas e políticas entre o uso da força e suas diferentes finalidades. 
Conforme Proença Júnior (2003), os Estudos Estratégicos dão conta do fenômeno bélico em 
oposição a outros enquadramentos, tais como os organizacionais. A Teoria da Guerra de Carl 
von Clausewitz
3
 tem estado no cerne de seu desenvolvimento (PROENÇA JÚNIOR; 
DUARTE, 2007). Portanto, o uso da força para submeter outrem à vontade do sujeito tem 
sido um fenômeno articulador dos programas de pesquisa nesse campo.
4
 A partir de 
Clausewitz, a guerra é entendida como a continuidade da política por outros meios, cuja 
gramática própria exige um esforço de conhecimento especializado. A estratégia, por sua vez, 
é definida como o uso de engajamentos (batalhas) para realizar as finalidades da guerra (que 
são políticas), sendo seu papel unificar as últimas com os meios (CLAUSEWITZ, 1976, 
ECHEVARRIA II, 2007). Por fim, a inteligência, tendo por função o provimento de 
informação de suporte aos comandantes, era frequentemente ambígua e raramente confiável 
para Clausewitz, o que está relacionado a seus argumentos sobre a incerteza e aspectos 
                                                 
1
  Este trabalho foi estruturado em três partes e em dois idiomas de acordo com as Resoluções nº 114/2014 e 
115/2014 da Câmara de Pós-Graduação da Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul. São as partes: a 
Introdução ao tema (Primeira Parte) e as Considerações Finais (Terceira Parte), redigidas em português; e 
o Artigo (Segunda Parte) redigido em inglês. 
2
  É importante mencionar que esta Primeira Parte da dissertação – Contextualizando a Pesquisa sobre 
Inteligência em Operações de Paz da ONU nos Estudos Estratégicos Internacionais – tem como base o 
Trabalho de Conclusão de Curso da autora em Relações Internacionais pela Universidade Federal do Rio 
Grande do Sul sobre atividades de inteligência em operações de paz da ONU (2014), bem como os dois 
artigos publicados em conjunto pela autora e pelo orientador sobre o mesmo tema nas revistas Carta 
Internacional (2015) e Dados (2016). Dado o objetivo desta Parte, a autora aproveitou trabalhos anteriores 
em que já havia feito esforços nesse sentido e buscou consolidá-los. Seguem as referências: (1) KUELE, 
Giovanna M. Atividade de Inteligência em Operações de Paz da ONU: rumo à institucionalização? 2014. 
Monografia (Graduação em Relações Internacionais) – Faculdade de Ciências Econômicas, Departamento de 
Economia e Relações Internacionais, Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre, 2014. (2) 
KUELE, Giovanna; CEPIK, Marco. Inteligência em Operações de Paz da ONU (1945-2000). Carta 
Internacional (USP), v.10, n.1, 2015, pp.21-38. (3) KUELE, Giovanna; CEPIK, Marco. Inteligência em 
Operações de Paz da ONU: Déficit Estratégico, Reformas Institucionais e Desafios Operacionais. Revista 
Dados, v.59, n.4, 2016, pp. 963-993. 
3
  Carl Von Clausewitz (1780-1831) foi um militar prussiano que expos suas ideias na obra “Da Guerra”, 
publicada após sua morte em 1832. 
4
  Para um aprofundamento da discussão teórica, ver: Proença Júnior (2003); Proença Júnior e Duarte (2007); 
Diniz (2010); Duarte e Mendes (2015). 
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psicológicos do comando (HANDEL, 1990). Contudo, a inteligência ganhou uma importância 
maior do que na época de Clausewitz, mesmo que continue sendo um insumo para o comando 
(FERRIS; HANDEL, 1995). 
5
 
A linha de Segurança Internacional e Defesa do Programa de Pesquisa em Estudos 
Estratégicos Internacionais da UFRGS, mais especificamente, define-se da seguinte forma: 
[...] a investigação do fenômeno da Guerra e dos Conflitos Armados a partir, 
prioritariamente, da perspectiva das Relações Internacionais e das Ciências 
Militares, adotando um corpo sistematizado de conhecimentos sobre e relacionado 
com a teoria, a aplicação e a utilização da estrutura de Defesa, dos meios militares 
nacionais e, em essência, do exercício do poder e das capacidades nacionais no que 
concerne à temática da Segurança & Defesa. Sob tal prisma, assume-se que o 
conhecimento necessário é obtido mediante pesquisa científica, experiência e/ou 
observação do fenômeno sob investigação. O objetivo principal desta linha de 
pesquisa é estudar os principais problemas de segurança e defesa no sistema 
internacional a partir de uma perspectiva que leva em conta a agenda e a distribuição 
de capacidades entre os Estados mais poderosos e a sua relação com o Brasil no 
nível global de análise (Grandes Potências). Outro enfoque importante nessa Linha 
de Pesquisa é o estudo da paz e da guerra no século XXI, o que demanda integrar 
conhecimentos associados à política, à estratégia e à cultura, possibilitando a 
desejada interdisciplinaridade para a contextualização do estudo entre os poderes 
político e militar. A conflitualidade no mundo contemporâneo, sem perder seus 
elementos tradicionais, assume características incomuns em períodos passados, 
trazendo novos desafios ao pensamento em Segurança e Defesa, sem invalidar as 
questões clássicas associadas aos objetivos nacionais. [...] (UFRGS, 2017). 
 
Nesse sentido, sustenta-se aqui que o tema da inteligência em operações de paz da 
ONU é pertinente e relevante para o campo dos Estudos Estratégicos Internacionais. Ademais, 
justifica-se o estudo deste tema pela sua relevância pública no contexto da política de defesa, 
inteligência e segurança do Brasil contemporâneo. 
No que se refere à Segurança Internacional, vale destacar que em 2017 havia 16 
missões de paz em andamento
6
, com um total de 126 países contribuindo com pessoal 
uniformizado (UN, 2017). O orçamento aprovado para o período de um ano (1º de julho de 
2016 à 30 de junho de 2017) foi de 7,87 bilhões de dólares (UN, 2017). Por meio das 
operações de paz, a ONU e os demais países envolvidos têm acesso a várias das principais 
zonas de conflito no mundo (DORN, 2010), tais como o Afeganistão, a República 
Democrática do Congo, o Sudão, o Haiti e o Líbano, cujo desenvolvimento e evolução têm 
impactos sobre as relações internacionais – fluxos políticos, de comércio e de imigração. 
                                                 
5
  Para uma discussão sobre a relação entre Clausewitz e a inteligência, ver: Handel (1989, 1990);  Ferris e 
Handel (1995). 
6
  As missões em andamento no mês de abril do ano de 2017 eram: MINURSO (Saara Ocidental), MINUSCA 
(República Centro-Africana), MINUSTAH (Haiti), MINUSMA (Mali), MONUSCO (República Democrática 
do Congo), UNAMID (Darfur), UNDOF (Golã), UNFICYP (Chipre), UNIFIL (Líbano), UNISFA (Abyei), 
UNMIK (Kosovo), UNMIL (Libéria), UNMISS (Sudão do Sul), UNMOGIP (Índia e Paquistão), UNOCI 
(Costa do Marfim) e UNTSO (Oriente Médio). 
13 
Além disso, as missões empregam um contingente maior do que o de qualquer outra 
organização ou instituição no mundo, excetuando-se os Estados Unidos (DORN, 2010), 
contando, atualmente, com 95.544 pessoal uniformizado em campo (UN, 2017), o que 
evidencia a complexidade das atividades e operações. 
Por sua vez, no que se refere à agenda nacional de defesa, destaca-se o compromisso 
do país com as operações de paz presente na Estratégia Nacional de Defesa (END) de 2008, 
2012 e 2016. Nos termos da END, o Brasil adotou a diretriz de promover o incremento do 
adestramento e da participação das Forças Armadas brasileiras em operações de paz 
(BRASIL, 2008). Tanto é que o país assumiu nos últimos anos tarefas de comando militar e 
de coordenação da Missão de Estabilização das Nações Unidas no Haiti (MINUSTAH), da 
Missão de Estabilização das Nações Unidas na República Democrática do Congo 
(MONUSCO) e da Força Interina das Nações Unidas no Líbano (UNIFIL), bem como 
investiu na criação do Centro Conjunto de Operações de Paz do Brasil (CCOPAB), em 2010, 
visando apoiar a preparação de militares, policiais e civis, brasileiros e de nações amigas, para 
missões de paz. Por meio da sua participação em operações de paz, ainda, o Brasil tem 
buscado uma inserção internacional mais assertiva (BRACEY, 2011; KENKEL, 2013). Tal 
postura relaciona-se ao interesse do país em desempenhar um papel mais relevante no campo 
da segurança (CERVO; BUENO, 2011), bem como de obter um assento permanente em 
eventual reforma do Conselho de Segurança das Nações Unidas (CSNU) (VIGEVANI; 
CEPALUNI, 2007). Tais interesses também são demonstrados pelo engajamento nos debates 
sobre intervenção humanitária (THAKUR, 2007, MELLO, 2001, KENKEL; STEFAN, 2016). 
Por exemplo, em 2011, o Brasil lançou o conceito de “Responsabilidade ao Proteger” 
(BRASIL, 2011) – necessidade de focar na proteção de pessoas, o que seria na perspectiva 
brasileira uma evolução importante do conceito de “Responsabilidade de Proteger” (UNGA, 
2005). 
Reivindicada a importância do tema para os Estudos Estratégicos, bem como para o 
país, parte-se para as principais definições conceituais pertinentes à inteligência em operações 
de paz, acompanhadas por um breve histórico. 
As operações de paz da ONU surgiram logo após a criação da mesma em 1945. A 
primeira foi implementada em 1948, sendo a Missão das Nações Unidas para a Supervisão da 
Trégua (UNTSO) no Oriente Médio.
7
 As operações deveriam seguir três princípios: 
consentimento das partes envolvidas no conflito, imparcialidade e não uso da força, exceto em 
                                                 
7
  Sobre UNTSO (1948-presente), ver: <http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/untso/>. Acesso em 16 
abr. de 2017. 
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casos de defesa do pessoal ou do mandato.
8
 As operações de paz são criadas a partir de um 
mandato definido pelo CSNU, com base nos capítulos VI e VII da Carta da ONU, e dirigidas 
pelo Departamento de Operações de Manutenção da Paz (DPKO) e pelo Departamento de 
Suporte (DSF), subordinados ao Secretariado. O orçamento e os recursos estão sujeitos à 
aprovação da Assembleia Geral das Nações Unidas (AGNU), na qual participam os Estados 
membros da organização. Todos são convidados a contribuir com quadros militares e 
policiais, enquanto o staff civil é recrutado e implantado pelo Secretariado.  
A inteligência, por sua vez, é apreendida como a dimensão informacional dos conflitos 
entre vontades antagônicas (CEPIK, 2003). Especificamente, em operações de paz, ela tem 
por finalidade auxiliar nas decisões tomadas e nas ações empregadas ao longo da cadeia de 
comando envolvida nas mesmas, sendo muitas vezes necessária para o emprego e a 
sustentação da própria missão (DORN, 2010, HERMAN, 2003, STEELE, 2004).  
Sublinha-se que durante a Guerra Fria, poucas missões foram implementadas e, com 
exceção da Operação das Nações Unidas no Congo (ONUC, 1960-1964)
 9
, o componente da 
inteligência foi ignorado ou minimizado, em razão da crença de que a utilização dessa 
atividade poderia comprometer o princípio da imparcialidade, por conta da sua associação 
com a espionagem (CHARTERS, 1999, DORN, 1999). O baixo uso de atividades de 
inteligência nas operações de paz somente começou a ser revertido no pós-Guerra Fria, em 
virtude tanto da necessidade de aumentar a segurança do pessoal em campo e incrementar o 
conhecimento da situação, quanto das falhas ocorridas na década de 1990 na Somália, em 
Ruanda e na Bósnia,
 10
 causadas, em grande parte, pela deficiência ou pelo descrédito das 
informações que alimentavam a tomada de decisão e a ação (KUELE, 2014; CEPIK, KUELE, 
2015). 
Conforme salientado por Kuele e Cepik (2016, p. 964) dois aspectos da agenda de paz 
e segurança da ONU ficaram mais consolidados a partir do inicio do século XXI, quais sejam 
o multidimensionalismo e os mandatos robustos: 
O primeiro é que as operações de paz passaram a ser claramente multidimensionais. 
Ou seja, abarcam tarefas e organizações que vão desde o monitoramento de acordos 
de paz e a proteção de civis, passando pelo monitoramento de eleições e a ajuda em 
                                                 
8
  A exceção do uso da força para defesa do mandato da missão somente foi incluído no princípio em 2000 
(UNGA; UNSC, 2000). 
9
  A Operação das Nações Unidas no Congo (ONUC) foi estabelecida em julho de 1960, com o mandato de 
assegurar a retirada das forças belgas, auxiliar o governo a manter a lei e a ordem e fornecer assistência 
técnica. 
10
  As operações foram: na Somália, a Operação das Nações Unidas na Somália I (UNOSOM I), de 1992 a 1993, 
e a Operação das Nações Unidas na Somália II (UNOSOM I), de 1993 a 1995; em Ruanda, a Missão de 
Assistência das Nações Unidas em Ruanda (UNAMIR), de 1993 a 1994; na Bósnia, a Força de Proteção das 
Nações Unidas (UNPROFOR), de 1992 a 1995. 
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casos de desastres naturais – para citar algumas – até a imposição da paz e a 
reconstrução nacional (UN, 2008). A segunda modificação decorre do que passou a 
ser chamado de “mandatos robustos”. Ou seja, a autorização para que o comando 
das missões empregue todos os meios necessários para que as finalidades das 
mesmas sejam cumpridas (idem). 
 
Mesmo com essas evoluções, o dilema inerente à utilização das atividades de 
inteligência pela ONU permaneceu, haja vista sua tradicional associação com questões 
estatais e de segurança nacional (CEPIK, 2003). Por ser uma organização internacional que 
deve manter a transparência e a credibilidade entre seus membros, a ONU não admite a 
utilização de algumas ferramentas convencionais da atividade de inteligência, tais como a 
infiltração de agentes disfarçados e o furto de documentos (DORN, 1999). Configura-se, por 
consequência, uma forte tensão entre segredo e abertura, sendo necessário atingir um balanço 
entre esses dois elementos – cabendo a ênfase ser na abertura. Assinala-se que tal dilema não 
impediu o desenvolvimento e a institucionalização da inteligência no âmbito das missões de 
paz (KUELE, 2014) na esteira da consolidação do multidimensionalismo e dos mandatos 
robustos das mesmas. Por exemplo, foram criados órgãos especializados e alocados recursos 
para a inteligência no âmbito da ONU. 
Além disso, o emprego da inteligência em missões de paz, como em quaisquer outras 
operações militares, está conectado às relações de autoridade que estruturam a cadeia de 
comando e controle (C
2
) e que alimentam os processos de tomada de decisão e ação, das quais 
as atividades de inteligência são subsidiárias e auxiliares em todos os níveis.  
Por autoridade, entende-se aqui o direito ou a capacidade (ou ambos) de ter propostas 
(sugestões), prescrições ou instruções aceitas sem a necessidade de recorrer à persuasão, à 
barganha ou à força (MCLEAN, 1996). 
Já por cadeia de comando, entende-se a sucessão de comandantes de um superior a um 
subordinado, através da qual o comando é exercido (JP1-02 U.S., 2014). Particularmente, 
capacidade de comando e controle “[...] resulta de um adequado processo decisório, do 
gerenciamento eficiente das informações e comunicações e da primordial preparação de 
lideranças, de modo a assegurar o preparo adequado e o emprego operacional eficaz.” 
(BRASIL, 2007, p.48). Dessa forma, as atividades de inteligência em uma operação de paz 
são um dos aspectos da estrutura da cadeira de comando e controle que contribui (ou não) 
para a efetividade. 
11
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  Para discussões mais aprofundadas das relações entre inteligência e comando, bem como sua evolução ver: 
Creveld (1985), Orr (1983), Handel (1990), Herman (2001), Ferris (2004) e Davies (2007). 
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Vale, por último, mencionar que a noção de comando e controle ainda é relativamente 
frágil no âmbito da ONU. A razão relaciona-se com diversos desafios tradicionais de 
coordenação horizontal (entre unidades com funções diferentes e não hierárquicas) e vertical 
(entre unidades com funções diferentes, porém em uma estrutura hierárquica) (GORDON, 
2001), bem como contemporâneos relativos aos mandatos robustos e multidimensionais 
(SIGRI et al, 2017).
12
  
Definidos os principais conceitos, acompanhados de uma contextualização, apresenta-
se o enquadramento das missões de paz a partir da Teoria da Guerra de Clausewitz 
(PROENÇA JÚNIOR, 2002) e a teorização de inteligência em operações de paz 
(CHARTERS, 1999, DORN, 2010; NORHEIM-MARTINSEN; RAVNDAL, 2011).  
Primeiramente, assinala-se que a abordagem aqui adotada para dar tratamento às 
operações de paz como fenômeno é a empregada na obra de Proença Júnior (2002), visto que 
ele enquadra as operações de paz como uma forma de guerra de coalização a partir da Teoria 
da Guerra de Clausewitz. Segundo o autor, uma vez que envolvem diferentes nações com 
diferentes contingentes, as operações de manutenção da paz podem ser classificadas como 
uma forma de guerra de coalizão. Embora as missões de paz não possam ser classificadas nem 
descritas, por definição política, como guerra, é inegável que exista a ambição de modificar o 
comportamento de outrem pela força (PROENÇA JÚNIOR, 2002). Afinal, está presente uma 
vontade a ser cumprida (a da ONU), busca-se atingir essa vontade pelo ato de força da 
operação de paz (as forças de paz que a integram), e o objetivo desse ato é o de produzir 
determinados comportamentos em outros: 
A assertiva de que PKO [operações de paz] são guerra de coalizão é mais um 
reconhecimento do que fruto de uma construção mais sutil. Desdobra-se facilmente 
da simples aplicação da teoria da guerra ao fenômeno de PKO. Assenta-se sobre a 
afirmação de que PKO são atos de força para dobrar à vontade de outrem ao 
mandato do Conselho de Segurança (PROENÇA JÚNIOR, 2002, p.187). 
 
Além disso, o entendimento do fenômeno das operações de paz da ONU como guerra 
de coalizão serve também para reconhecer a possibilidade de que a primazia do contexto 
político sirva de base para uma tipologia (PROENÇA JÚNIOR, 2002). Esta seria dividida em: 
 
– operações diante de beligerantes quiescentes (que são ou desejam ser Estados 
diferentes); 
– operações diante de beligerantes ainda ativos (que são ou desejam ser Estados 
diferentes); 
– operações diante de beligerantes numa Guerra Civil (nas quais os beligerantes 
aspiram ao controle do Estado e desejam governar sobre os demais); 
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 Para discussões sobre comando e controle no âmbito da ONU, ver Sigri et al (2017), Guéhenno; Sherman 
(2009), Soeters (2017) e Leck (2009). 
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– operações diante de beligerantes que são senhores-da-guerra (e o Estado ou não 
existe ou é uma ficção legal). (PROENÇA JÚNIOR, 2002, p.170) 
 
Proença Júnior (2002) também abordou os aspectos táticos e estratégicos. Enquanto as 
considerações táticas servem para “informar a decisão política sobre os resultados que se 
podem produzir a partir de um determinado juízo sobre os métodos aceitáveis ou desejáveis”, 
as estratégicas são “entendida[s] como o uso dos combates para os propósitos da política” 
(PROENÇA JÚNIOR, 2002, p.174). Segundo o autor, para cumprir as finalidades da 
operação de paz, seria importante considerar o uso das forças de paz contra outras forças 
existentes no terreno. Na prática, é o que tem acontecido no caso da MONUSCO e em outras 
operações, como a no Mali (MINUSMA). 
Quanto à teorização sobre inteligência em operações de paz, reitera-se que o papel da 
mesma é dar suporte às decisões e às ações em todos os níveis da cadeia de comando. Nesse 
sentido, a inteligência deve ser entendida justamente como uma ferramenta para auxiliar a 
tomada de decisão (NORHEIM-MARTINSEN; RAVNDAL, 2011) nos mais diferentes 
contextos, inclusive nas operações de paz. Conforme assinalado por Cepik (2002, p. 13): 
Espera-se que [...] a inteligência seja capaz de subsidiar o planejamento militar e a 
elaboração de planos de guerra, bem como suportar as operações militares de 
combate e outras (operações de paz, assistência, missões técnicas, etc.). 
 
O mesmo autor também assinala a dupla dimensão do conceito de inteligência, a 
operacional e a analítica: 
Enquanto a primeira dimensão destaca os meios especiais utilizados para coletar 
informações, no limite sem a cooperação e/ou conhecimento de um adversário, a 
segunda dimensão é analítica e diz basicamente que a inteligência se diferencia da 
mera informação por sua capacidade explicativa e/ou preditiva (fins) (CEPIK, 2003, 
p.28). 
 
Ainda, é possível diferenciar teoricamente as atividades de inteligência em três níveis: 
estratégico, operacional e tático. Embora tal distinção, na prática, muitas vezes não esteja 
clara para a ONU – sendo frequentemente as fronteiras entre elas obscuras – é útil para a 
análise da atividade de inteligência em missões de paz (CHARTERS, 1999, DORN, 2010, 
NORHEIM-MARTINSEN; RAVNDAL, 2011, SHETLER-JONES, 2008). Nesse contexto, a 
inteligência estratégica refere-se às decisões no Conselho de Segurança e às estruturas criadas 
para dirigir as missões no âmbito do Secretariado. A inteligência operacional refere-se à 
inteligência no nível do comando da missão em campo. Já a inteligência tática refere-se às 
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ações isoladas ou conjuntas no âmbito da operação (CHARTERS, 1999; NORHEIM-
MARTINSEN; RAVNDAL, 2011). 
Por último, destaca-se a diferenciação das etapas do ciclo da atividade de inteligência 
em planejamento/direção, coleta, análise de informações e disseminação dos produtos (GILL, 
2009, JOHNSON, 2009, PHYTHIAN, 2009). Mesmo que a noção de ciclo de inteligência 
tenha várias limitações como ferramenta explicativa, ainda é uma forma útil de descrever o 
trabalho de inteligência, inclusive nas operações de paz. Dessa forma, é possível enquadrar a 
atividade de inteligência da ONU neste ciclo (DORN, 2010), mesmo que algumas etapas 
sejam menos desenvolvidas na prática, tais como a de planejamento/direção. Isso acontece 
porque o fluxo de informações é majoritariamente unidirecional para a sede em Nova Iorque e 
o pessoal no campo geralmente queixa-se da falta de direção vinda desta. No que se refere à 
coleta, a mesma é realizada através de diversas fontes. Quanto à análise, é quando as 
informações são processadas, propriamente analisadas e avaliadas, resultando nos produtos da 
inteligência. Por fim, em relação à etapa de disseminação, que encerra o ciclo ao 
disponibilizar os produtos aos tomadores de decisão e demais usuários, observa-se que sua 
forma e eficiência variam bastante. 
Apresentados os principais enquadramentos do tema nos Estudos Estratégicos, trata-se 
agora de revisar brevemente a bibliografia acadêmica e os documentos da ONU sobre o 
mesmo. 
Destaca-se que a bibliografia acadêmica sobre inteligência em operações de paz 
desenvolveu-se em consonância com o interesse e a mudança de abordagem em relação à 
mesma nas operações de paz na prática durante a década de 1990 e o início dos anos 2000. Na 
década de 1990, ocorreram as primeiras publicações de artigos, sendo eles “Intelligence and 
UN Peacekeeping” (1994) de Hugh Smith; “Intelligence and Peacekeeping: The UN 
Operation in the Congo, 1960–64” (1995) de Walter Dorn e David Bell; e “Analysis and 
Assessment for Peacekeeping Operations” (1995) de David Ramsbothan. Já nos anos 2000, o 
tópico foi mais amplamente discutido em conferências internacionais. Destaca-se a 
conferência “Peacekeeping and Intelligence: Lessons for the Future?” (2002), que resultou no 
livro “Peacekeeping Intelligence: emerging concepts for the future” (2003), editado por Ben 
de Jong, Wies Platje, e Robert David Steele, contemplado os principais escritos sobre o 
assunto até o momento, o que incluía autores acadêmicos e, por exemplo, militares que foram 
Comandantes da Força em campo.  
Também, os diversos autores já comtemplados no decorrer desta Primeira Parte são 
referências internacionais importantes. Assinala-se que, de modo geral, a maioria dos autores 
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concentrou-se em analisar o período pós-Guerra Fria – e.g. Charters (1999) – que é quando a 
atividade de inteligência desenvolveu-se de modo mais significativo nas operações de paz. 
Alguns também tentaram teorizar e sistematizar – e.g. Dorn (1999) – sobre as necessidades e 
os limites para o desenvolvimento das atividades de inteligência no âmbito da ONU. Algumas 
das missões analisadas mais recorrentemente são as missões empregadas no Congo (e.g. 
Ramjoué, 2011), no Haiti (e.g. Dorn, 2009), na Somália (e.g. Allen, 1997), na Bósnia (e.g. 
Svensson, 2003), em Ruanda (e.g. Dorn, 2010) e no Kosovo (e.g. Gill, 2015). De tal modo, as 
publicações mais recentes – e.g. Olga Abilova e Alexandra Novosseloff (2016), Melanie 
Ramjoué (2011) e Walter Dorn (2009) – têm focado em estudos de caso de missões e/ou no 
desenvolvimento dos Joint Mission Analysis Centre (JMAC) nas mesmas em campo.  
Já no caso do Brasil, é importante mencionar o trabalho sobre operações de paz de 
autores como Kai Kenkel (KENKEL, 2013, 2016), Eugenio Diniz (DINIZ, 2006), Antônio 
Jorge Ramalho (RAMALHO, 2010), Lucas Rezende (REZENDE, 2013), Eduarda Hamann 
(HAMANN, 2015) e Adriana Abdenur (ABDENUR, 2016). Especificamente em relação à 
temática da inteligência em operações de paz, a presente dissertação visa contribuir para os 
esforços anteriores de Marco Cepik, Giovanna Kuele, Polyanna Melhado Torres, Tathiany 
Bonavita e Nathaly Xavier. Os trabalhos são, respectivamente, sobre a evolução e a 
institucionalização da inteligência em operações de paz (KUELE, 2014, CEPIK; KUELE, 
2015, CEPIK; KUELE, 2016); as falhas no processo decisório do CSNU no caso de Ruanda 
(TORRES, 2014); a inteligência na MINUSTAH e a perspectiva brasileira sobre a mesma 
(BONATIVA, 2016); e a evolução da inteligência em operações de paz a partir dos anos de 
1990 (XAVIER, 2011).  
Por fim, quanto ao tratamento documental da ONU dado à inteligência em operações 
de paz, vale sublinhar que a Organização evitou o uso da palavra em seus documentos durante 
a Guerra Fria em virtude da associação com espionagem. Assinala-se, mais uma vez, que 
foram os fracassos da década de 1990, na Somália (UNOSOM I e II, 1992-1995), em Ruanda 
(UNAMIR, 1993-1994) e na Bósnia (UNPROFOR, 1992-1995),
13
 que levaram a uma 
mudança de abordagem por parte da Organização (CEPIK; KUELE, 2015), o que incluiu seus 
documentos. Eventualmente, as críticas decorrentes culminaram na publicação do que ficou 
conhecido como “Relatório Brahimi” em 2000. O mesmo foi resultado do “Painel sobre as 
Operações de Paz da ONU” liderado pelo argelino Lakhdar Brahimi (UNGA; UNSC, 2000). 
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 Na UNOSOM I e II e na UNPROFOR, a atividade de inteligência foi escassa ou falha, devido a problemas 
relacionados ao compartilhamento e à falta de informações, enquanto na UNAMIR havia informações, 
todavia, desacreditadas, em razão da carência de uma capacidade para verificá-las (CEPIK; KUELE, 2015). 
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O Relatório reconheceu que a falta de capacidade de inteligência da ONU, tanto tática quanto 
estratégica, estava prejudicando a condução de suas operações de paz. 
Os relatórios posteriores publicados pela Organização insistiram na significância da 
atividade de inteligência, tais como o relatório “A More Secure World: Our Shared 
Responsability”, o qual resultou do “Painel sobre Ameaças, Desafios e Mudanças”, ocorrido 
entre 2003 e 2004. A ONU ainda disponibilizou, em 2008, um documento intitulado “United 
Nations Peacekeeping: Principles and Guidelines”, o qual ficou conhecido como Doutrina 
Capstone e serviu como um manual para guiar os planejadores e os profissionais em 
operações de paz (UN, 2008). 
Van Kapper (2003) dizia que era perigoso e não profissional o engajamento em 
operações de paz sem acesso à inteligência sólida. Dorn (2005) destacou que o bombardeio ao 
complexo da ONU no Iraque, em 19 de agosto de 2003, evidenciou ainda mais a necessidade 
de avaliação de ameaças e riscos, alertas antecipados e análise estratégica. Portanto, as 
discussões sobre a necessidade de inteligência em operações de paz persistem no âmbito da 
ONU e da academia. O último “Report of the High-Level Independent Panel on United 
Nations Peace Operations” ressaltou, principalmente, a necessidade de inteligência 
estratégica, recomendando a implementação de uma pequena capacidade de análise 
estratégica e de planejamento no âmbito do Secretário-Geral (HIPPO, 2015). Como 
enfatizado no Relatório: 
O Secretariado deve iniciar sua análise estratégica e tomada de decisão mais cedo e deve 
melhorar a qualidade de suas análises. A Organização precisa de uma capacidade dedicada a 
todo o Sistema de forma a servir como hub institucional para análise estratégica e 
planejamento, a fim de informar os tomadores de decisão da alta administração e conduzir mais 
tarde planejamento e ação. Deve ser capaz de desenvolver opções e cenários estratégicos, 
aproveitando os conhecimentos disponíveis dentro e fora do Sistema e testá-los quanto à 
viabilidade, mitigação de riscos e implicações em termos de recursos, antes de fazer 
recomendações aos órgãos executivos do Secretariado (HIPPO, 2015, p.44, tradução nossa). 
14
 
 
De fato, e embora distante do recomendado pelos relatórios, a ONU tem empreendido 
modificações institucionais nos planos tático e operacional e, de forma mais incipiente, no 
plano estratégico (Nova Iorque). No nível operacional e tático, ressalta-se a diretriz do 
estabelecimento de duas estruturas multidisciplinares nas missões em campo: um Joint 
Mission Analysis Centre (JMAC) e um Joint Operations Centre (JOC) (UN, 2006). A função 
                                                 
14
  No original:  The Secretariat must begin its strategic analysis and decision-making earlier and must improve 
the quality of its analysis. The Organization needs a System-wide dedicated capacity to serve as the 
institutional hub for strategic analysis and planning to inform senior management decision-making and drive 
later planning and action. It should be able to develop strategic options and scenarios, drawing upon expertise 
available across and outside of the System, and to test these for feasibility, risk mitigation, and resource 
implications before advancing recommendations to the executive bodies in the Secretariat. . 
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do primeiro seria produzir análises integradas para a gestão da missão, enquanto o segundo 
deveria trabalhar como um centro para operações integradas. 
Até hoje, a ONU utiliza pouco em seus documentos o termo “inteligência”, preferindo 
termos como “informação” ou “análise estratégica”. Embora existam limites no uso de 
inteligência por parte da ONU, ainda pode-se avançar mais em capacidades de inteligência. 
Há pelo menos duas décadas funcionários da ONU, acadêmicos e a própria Organização 
reconhecem a necessidade da mesma. 
Assim sendo, na Segunda Parte da dissertação, o artigo científico, avaliou-se se e 
como a inteligência contribuiu para aprimorar a efetividade da cadeia de comando e controle 
(C
2
) na Missão das Nações Unidas na República Democrática do Congo (MONUSCO). Para 
tanto, contém uma introdução, seguida da exposição da organização da inteligência na 
MONUSCO. Logo, apresenta-se uma avaliação das práticas e ações da inteligência na missão, 
considerando as demandas e os resultados nos níveis tático, operacional e estratégico.  As 
conclusões da pesquisa indicaram que a inteligência contribuiu na medida em que teve um 
papel crítico nos níveis tático (neutralização grupos armados) e operacional 
(compartilhamento de informações e fornecimento de consciência situacional para a missão). 
Todavia, ela teve um impacto menor no nível estratégico, devido a uma lacuna persistente 
entre a missão em campo e a sede da ONU em Nova Iorque. Por fim, na Terceira Parte, 
propõe-se uma agenda para pesquisas futuras, destacando o estudo do papel da ONU (e das 
operações de paz) no provimento de segurança na ordem internacional em transformação. 
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2 INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT TO MONUSCO: CHALLENGES TO 
PEACEKEEPING AND SECURITY
15
 
 
Abstract. Persistent armed conflicts and humanitarian crises require an improved United 
Nations (UN) peacekeeping capability in the 21st century. One aspect of such capability is the 
effectiveness of its command and control (C2) structures, which is highly dependent on 
proper intelligence support. In order to critically evaluate such claims, this article analyzes the 
case of United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo (MONUSCO). Both the organization of the mission-related intelligence structures 
(G2, JMAC, and JOC) and their practices are brought to light by interviews with MONUSCO 
staff, a visit to mission’s headquarters in Goma, UN reports and documents, and specialized 
literature. The findings indicate that intelligence contributed to improve C2 at MONUSCO by 
playing a critical role at the tactical (neutralizing armed groups) and operational (sharing 
information and providing mission-wide situational awareness) levels. Nonetheless, it had a 
lesser impact at the strategic level, due to a persistent gap between the UN structures in New 
York and the field mission. 
 
Introduction 
The United Nations (UN) has become an important player in the international security 
context since the end of the Cold War (Barnett & Finnemore, 2008). Particularly, persistent 
armed conflicts and humanitarian crises require an even more robust UN peacekeeping 
capability in the 21st century (Paris, 2008). One aspect of such capability is the effectiveness 
of its command and control (C
2
) structures. In this regard, intelligence component support to 
peacekeeping operations is crucial. In order to critically evaluate such claims, this article 
analyzes the case of United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO). 
Command and control can be defined as ‘the exercise of authority and direction by a 
properly designated commander over assigned and attached forces in the accomplishment of 
the mission’ (U. S. Department of Defense, 2014).1 In other words, C2 refers to the process 
through authority is constructed and goals are achieved. Accordingly, intelligence activity in 
the context of peacekeeping can be defined as the specialized informational component, 
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which supports decision-making process and implementation of policies at all levels of the 
command and control chain of an organization (Norheim-Martinsen & Ravndal, 2011). 
It is worth mentioning that UN peacekeeping operations are based on Chapters VI, VII 
and VIII of UN Charter and are guided by the principles of consent of the parties, impartiality, 
non-use of force except in self-defense, and defense of the mandate. The Security Council 
(UNSC) defines the mandate, whereas the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) 
and the Department of Field Support (DFS) direct the mission. The UN members are invited 
to contribute with military and police staff, and the civil staff is recruited by the Secretariat. 
The publication of the Brahimi Report in 2000 was a turning point for peacekeeping 
operations. The report recommended a complete overhaul in the way peacekeeping was 
managed by the General Assembly, the Security Council, and the Secretariat (UN General 
Assembly & Security Council, 2000). The reason for that was the criticism towards UN in the 
1990s concerning its ineffective role in Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda. Specifically, the report 
highlighted the need for improvements in peacekeeping C
2
 structures and for appropriate 
intelligence capabilities.
 2
 The intelligence component in peacekeeping was considered taboo 
during the Cold War because of its association with Great Powers espionage practices 
(Charters, 1999; Dorn, 1999).
3
 This approach towards intelligence has somehow shifted after 
the end of the Cold War.
4
 Notwithstanding, an approach emphasizing the importance of 
intelligence was only able to develop – even though slowly – after the Brahimi Report 
recognized its significance. 
Contemporary UN peacekeeping operations have formally evolved from monitoring 
cease-fires to a great range of tasks, such as helping rebuild states and enforcing peace. In 
addition to that, they have incorporated robust mandates, meaning the employment of all 
means to achieve the mission’s mandate, including the use of force to compel (UN DPKO and 
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UN DFS, 2008). Consequently, the UN peacekeeping operations’ multidimensional and 
multinational nature have required a more complex intelligence activity (Shetler-Jones, 2008).  
In order to assess such claims about the new role of intelligence in peacekeeping, a 
qualitative case study was conducted regarding the MONUSCO.
5
 It explores 18 semi-
structured interviews with MONUSCO staff, one week of direct observations from visits to 
the headquarters in Goma and the battalions in Kanybayonga, Kiwanja, and Rutshuru, and 
UN reports and documents containing unstructured data. 
6
 
Both the organization of the mission-related intelligence structures (G2, JMAC, and 
JOC) and their correspondent practices were analyzed in order to assess if and how 
intelligence may have effectively
7
 contributed to MONUSCO. Intelligence practices were 
observed in three different levels. The tactical level refers to engagements, such as protecting 
civilians in specific localities and taking offensive actions to neutralize armed groups. The 
operational level refers to the higher levels of command pertaining to the whole mission in the 
field. The strategic level, in turn, refers to the UN structures in New York dealing with the 
mission’s mandate (Secretariat, Department of Peacekeeping, Department of Field Support, 
and Security Council).
8
  
 Before presenting the results of this research, the following paragraphs provide some 
background information on Democratic Republic of Congo (DR Congo) and UN’s 
involvements in the country. 
DR Congo previously experienced a colonial period under Belgian repressive rule 
(1885-1960)
9
, followed by secessionist movements and civil war intertwined with the Cold 
War, and then the long Mobutu Sese Seko dictatorship (1965-1997).
10
 The country was 
engulfed in two major regional wars, from 1996 to 1997
11
 and again from 1998 to 2003
12
. The 
Global and Inclusive Agreement on Transition in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
(2002) was the arrangement that officially ended the second war. The dispute was settled by a 
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formal power-sharing agreement, in which the parties accorded to a national conciliation. The 
war caused more than five million deaths. In 2006, Joseph Kabila was elected President in 
elections organized with the UN support.
13
 
Since the country’s independence from Belgium, the UN has formally been there. The 
first United Nations Operation in the Congo (ONUC)
14
 lasted from 1960 to 1964, following 
the manifold crises after the country’s independence.15 More recently, MONUSCO replaced 
the former United Nations Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
(MONUC), which lasted from 2000 until 2010. MONUC was established in the context of the 
second Congolese war (1998-2003).
16
 
MONUSCO is a multidimensional peacekeeping mission with a robust mandate, 
concerned mainly with the protection of civilians and the support to the Congolese 
government in its stabilization efforts (UN Security Council, 2010). In 2013, as the Eastern 
DR Congo continued to suffer from persistent conflicts and violence, the UNSC established 
the Force Intervention Brigade (FIB), aiming to compel the armed groups to accept peace 
(UN Security Council, 2013). Most of the armed groups were in the eastern region of the 
country, rich in natural resources such as cobalt, oil, and copper.
17
 In September 2015, the 
main armed groups in the country were the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA), the Allied 
Democratic Forces (ADF), the Democratic Forces for Liberation of Rwanda (FDLR), the 
National Liberation Front (FNL), the Forces de Resistance Patriotique d’Ituri (FRPI), and the 
Mai Mai.
18
 While the first four were foreign supported, the last two were indigenous.
19
  By 
2016, MONUSCO was the largest ongoing UN mission in the world. In February 2016, 
MONUSCO’s strength was 22,492 total personnel (16,938 military personnel, 454 military 
observers, 1,226 police, 816 international civilian personnel, 2,654 local civilian staff, and 
404 United Nations Volunteers). The approved budget for the period July 2015 – June 2016 
was US$1,332,178,600 (UN General Assembly, 2015).
20
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Intelligence Organization at MONUSCO 
The highest operational authority in the MONUSCO was its Head of the Mission 
(HoM), i. e., the Special Representative of the Secretary General (SRSG), who is ‘responsible 
for implementing the mission’s mandate and has authority over all its components [civilian, 
police and military]’ (UN DPKO and UN DFS, 2014, 19). The other main leaderships were 
the Police Commissioner (PC) and the Force Commander (FC), respectively, the head of the 
police forces and the head of the military forces.
21
 The Mission Headquarters (HQ) were 
located in both Kinshasa (DR Congo’s capital) and Goma (Eastern Congo). Whereas the 
SRSG was located in Kinshasa, the FC and PC were in Goma. 
In September 2015, there were military personnel from 51 different countries located 
mostly in Eastern DR Congo. The main contributing countries to the mission were 
Bangladesh (Ituri Brigade), India (North Kivu Brigade), Pakistan (South Kivu Brigade), 
Ghana (Western Brigade), Benin (Katanga Sector), and Morocco (Northern Sector and Grand 
Nord Sector). The FIB, specifically, was composed by military from South Africa, Malawi, 
and Tanzania. The Force Commander by that time was a Brazilian general who was a former 
commander in the UN Mission in Haiti. The main intelligence components supporting the 
mission’s decision-making process (C2) were the military intelligence (G2), the Joint Mission 
Analysis Centre (JMAC), and the Joint Operations Cell (JOC). Both the authorities and the 
main intelligence structures in the field are shown in Figure 1, where their connection can also 
be seen.  
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Figure 1. Authorities and intelligence structures in the field. 
Note. The figure was prepared by the author, based on the interviews and the documents provided by 
MONUSCO staff. 
 
The G2 was located at Goma HQ and was composed of 16 personnel. Under the Force 
Commander’s authority, it had a chief (G2 Chief) and a deputy (G2 Deputy) (MONUSCO, 
2015b). It had the responsibility over the daily Standard Intelligence Requirements (SIR), 
which was distributed to the military units highlighting what they should observe.
22
 The main 
units comprising military intelligence were the G2 Plans (target recommendation, long and 
short term planning), the ISR Ops Cell (Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance 
Operations), the GIS’s Cell (Geographic Information System), the Analysis Cell (divided in 
three groups upon region: North Kivu; South Kivu & Katanga; Ituri, Western & Sector 2), the 
Project (liaison with the Integrated Text and Event Management – ITEM – system) 23, and the 
Arms Embargo Liaison Unit (focal point for monitoring arms embargo) (MONUSCO, 
2015b). The G2’s Goma HQ structures and their respective connections mentioned in this 
paragraph are shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. G2 structure. 
Note. The figure was prepared by the author, based on the interviews and the documents provided by 
MONUSCO staff. 
 
In addition to the central military intelligence at the Goma HQ, each military battalion 
had its own G2, which are illustrated in Figure 1 as “G2s”. The size and capacity varied. The 
FIB, in turn, had its own intelligence cell (see Figure 1). It was composed by three active-duty 
military and its task was to deliver ‘intelligence directives to update the brigade 
commander’.24 Another significant component subordinated to G2 was the Joint Intelligence 
and Operations Centre (JIOC). There were two JIOCs (around four officers in each) in the 
cities of Beni (North Kivu) and Dungu (Orientale Province).
25
 While the former was related to 
the operations against ADF, the latter was dedicated to LRA.
 26
 They are represented in Figure 
1 as “JIOCs”.  
Another important element of the MONUSCO intelligence capability was the Joint 
Mission Analysis Centre (JMAC), which was composed of 18 personnel and was located in 
Goma (10), Kinshasa (4), and Bukavu (4) The JMAC was: 
[…] an integrated structure to support planning and decision-making by the Head of 
the Mission (HoM) and the Senior Management Team (SMT). The purpose of the 
29 
JMAC is to collect and synthesize multi-source information to provide MONUSCO 
senior management with the basis for enhanced mission planning and decision-
making and support the development of risk assessments relating to the 
implementation of the Mission’s mandate (MONUSCO, 2015c, 2). 
 
Directly under the SRSG’s authority, JMAC had a Chief (Goma HQ) and a Deputy 
Chief (Kinshasa HQ). Both should be civilians (UN DPKO, 2015). The JMAC’s Chief was 
responsible for the management of its sections, the advisements to the SRSG and other 
authorities, the final review of its products, and the briefings for other parts of the mission, 
among other duties (MONUSCO, 2015c). The main structures inside JMAC were the 
Management Team (Goma HQ), the Northern Kivu and Orientale Team (Goma HQ), the 
Western DRC (Kinshasa HQ), and the South Kivu, Maniema and Katanga Team (based in 
Bukavu) (MONUSCO, 2015a). JMAC’s structures and their connections mentioned in this 
paragraph are shown in Figure 3. 
 
Figure 3. JMAC structure. 
Note. The figure was prepared by the author, based on the interviews and the documents provided by 
MONUSCO staff. 
 
From the main office in Goma, the Management Team was responsible for 
management and support, staffed by one senior analyst, one United Nations Police (UNPOL), 
and one military analyst. The other teams had a territorial Area of Responsibility (AoR) and 
each was ‘[…] led by an International Staff who supervises a multidisciplinary group of 
30 
military analysts, NPOs [National Professional Officer], UNVs [United Nations Volunteer] 
and UNPOL [United Nations Police] officers according to the particular organization of each 
team’ (MONUSCO, 2015c, 3).  
Despite the main intelligence structures in the field being the G2 and the JMAC, there 
was also another important structure, the Joint Operations Cell (JOC). It received information 
from the whole mission (such as the military and the police sectors) and was responsible for 
doing the dissemination of information within the proper UN institutional channels.
27
 It 
carried out the following functions: 
[…] Maintain a continuous (24/7) mission-wide situational awareness. […] Provide 
timely and accurate reports on key developments. […] Respond effectively in times 
of crisis. […] Facilitate the SRSG, senior management and other substantive 
components of the Mission, through the provision of accurate information, in their 
day-to-day decision-making and the implementation of the Mission’s mandate 
(MONUSCO, 2010, 3). 
 
The JOC was composed of 14 personnel and, as JMAC, was located in Goma (13) and 
Kinshasa (1). Under direct SRSG’s authority, it had a Chief and a Deputy (MONUSCO, 
2010).
28
 It was also, as JMAC, an integrated organization, composed by civilians, UN police, 
and military. The main structures inside JOC were the Drafting and Reporting Team (DRT) 
and the Situational Awareness Team (SAT) (MONUSCO, 2010). 
Regarding the intelligence gathering, analysis, and the resulting products at 
MONUSCO, the main source of information was Human Intelligence (HUMINT). For G2, 
great part of the HUMINT came from the patrols and military observers (milobs) 
(MONUSCO, 2015b). They collected information from local population, Community Liaison 
Assistants (CLAs), UN agencies, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), Forces Armées 
de la République Démocratique du Congo (FARDC), and Police Nationale Congolaise 
(PNC), among others.
29
 Besides sending reports to G2 HQ (by e-mail), most of the 
information collected was sent to ITEM database.
30
 Moreover, G2 also got information from 
other sectors’ reports (e.g., civil affairs), accordingly to its needs. For JMAC, in turn, the 
31 
HUMINT came most from its staff’s personal relationships (e.g., with local population, 
NGOs, UN military, UN police, and JMAC from other missions).
31
 JMAC also used 
information from G2 and vice-versa. It did not use ITEM database. 
The second most important source was Imagery Intelligence (IMINT). For the G2, the 
IMINT collection was not only through helicopters’ air reconnaissance flights but also 
through ISR obtained by Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Systems (UAS).
32
 MONUSCO was the 
first UN mission to have drones. UAS Chief underlined that MONUSCO had five drones, 
providing day and night real time imagery, which could also be used for real time operations. 
He also scored that, although under G2’s authority, the drones were assets for the whole UN 
mission in the field.
33
 In this sense, JMAC also used IMINT provided by G2. However, the 
aerial observation and the conventional photos were still important because they allowed a 
more detailed observation when needed.
34
 In addition, G2 and JMAC also used Open Source 
Information (OSINT), meaning, ‘press reports and social media, like twitter’.35 Furthermore, 
one of the interviewees has expressed hope to have at least limited SIGINT (Signals 
Intelligence) capabilities available in the near future. 
36
  
 Although HUMINT was the main source of information in DR Congo, there are still 
many difficulties in its use in a peacekeeping mission. The reason is that there is a need for 
money to pay some of the informants, which the current UN’s financial system does not 
allow. Moreover, there are some important tools for intelligence collection traditionally used 
by national intelligence systems that are questionable or even prohibited at the UN’s scope. 
 As Walter Dorn pointed out, ‘the limitations on intelligence gathering are legal as well as 
moral, political, and practical’ (Dorn, 1999, 420). 
As troubled as intelligence gathering may still be, the development of good analysis is 
also an issue, though the reasons differ. Mostly, in the case of analysis, the problems 
concerned the professionalization and training of analysts deployed to the mission. Although 
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some of them had intelligence background at G2 and JMAC, and were providing relevant 
reports, most of them lacked the skills to conduct all-sources analysis.  
Analysis at G2 was divided by region (North Kivu; South Kivu & Katanga; and Ituri, 
Western & Sector 2). In total, the Analysis Cell had only 8 analysts. The G2’s analysis was 
focused on the military operational part of the mission. In this sense, the analysts:  
Conduct Information Preparation of the Battlespace; Assess AG [Armed Groups] 
Intent & COAs; Assess AG Capability (Weapons Systems/Facilities, Ground 
Forces, Command and Control, Personnel & Leadership); Provide daily, weekly & 
monthly intelligence summaries; Collect, collate, analyze and prepare briefing of all 
information on IAGs; Conduct trend analysis on IAGs; Manage and maintains the 
G2 database at FHQ and outstations; Manage and maintains the G2 sources database 
to provide instant and accurate POC for the branch on all subject; Manage and 
maintains the G2 diary (MONUSCO, 2015b, 4). 
 
JMAC analysis was also divided by region (Western DRC; NK & Orientale; and 
South Kivu, Maniema & Katanga). In total, there were 11 analysts. JMAC ‘produces analysis 
according to the […] intelligence cycle, i.e., the cycle of tasking, collection, analysis and 
dissemination’ (MONUSCO, 2015c, 6). Moreover, JMAC had a concept of multiple source 
analysis, in which the gathering and analysis were interactive processes, meaning that the 
analyst provided ‘information collection requirements’ led by JMAC work plan (MONUSCO, 
2015c). Therefore, while the focus of G2’s analysis was to support the military component, 
the focus of JMAC’s analysis was the political level, providing products in order to support 
planning and decision-making of the SRSG.
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The main intelligence products of G2 were the weekly summary (INTSUM), the daily 
PIR updates, the weekly Ops Brief/Armed Groups assessment, the Situation Plans for orders, 
the Fragmentary Order (FRAGO), the MILAD Report G2 Annex, the Special 
Studies/Analysis, as well as the ISR Products and the Liaison/Coop/Coordination reports 
(MONUSCO, 2015b). On the other hand, JMAC’s products reflected its political focus, and 
were the weekly Threat Assessment (WTA), the Warning Note/Immediate Action Request, 
the Incident Analysis, the Trend Analysis, the Scenario Papers, the Profiles Report, and the 
Risk Mapping (MONUSCO, 2015c).  
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The dissemination of intelligence products was mostly made by e-mail to the 
authorized personnel and at the routine briefings.
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 The dissemination of written material was 
on a ‘need to know basis’ because of the political sensitive of some products (MONUSCO, 
2015c, 8). Although the Joint Operations Cell (JOC) had no role in producing analysis of its 
own, it provided timely information products, which were the Daily Situational Reports 
(SITREPS), the Special Incident Reports (also referred to as Flash Reports), the Inputs for 
Daily SRSG Briefs, and the updates and special reports (MONUSCO, 2010). 
In short, the G2 provided the intelligence products for operations, whereas the JMAC 
concentrated in long term and predictive analysis for the political leadership. In addition to 
them, there was the JOC, which was an important tool for situational awareness and 
information dissemination. Moreover, the G2 was subordinated to the FC and delivered 
intelligence not only for his decisions related to military actions and operations but also for 
the overall military situational awareness. The JMAC and the JOC, in turn, were subordinated 
to the SRSG. While the JMAC provided intelligence for SRSG’s decisions related to political 
factors and the overall mission, the JOC provided on-time information for the whole mission. 
How well the intelligence fulfilled its tasks in the MONUSCO decision-making process at all 
levels is the subject of the next section.  
   
Intelligence Process at MONUSCO 
Besides the organizational look, intelligence must also be evaluated from a more 
practical/actional point of view. The main practices of intelligence at MONUSCO differ in 
terms of demands and results according to the level of employment to be considered (tactical, 
operational, and strategic). 
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Neutralizing Armed Groups 
At the tactical level, the MONUSCO mandate involved the employment of offensive 
military operations to neutralize armed groups, mostly after the UNSC established the FIB in 
2013 ((UN) Security Council, 2013). These were designed to be intelligence-led operations in 
the sense Walter Dorn has described them, as ‘[…] driven in timing and objectives by 
intelligence, including operations to gain intelligence’. 39 Force Commander Lt Gal Santos 
Cruz reinforced the view that MONUSCO offensive operations ought to be driven by 
intelligence in order to be effective.
40
 As someone from MONUSCO’s Headquarters also 
pointed out: 
[..] here you absolutely do need intelligence on what the armed groups are planning 
on doing, what their capabilities are […] if you have human intelligence that can tell 
you maybe when a particular leader maybe in a particular area, it gives you more 
chance to conduct operations against them. […] Intelligence is critical […] The 
intelligence drives the operation. You are not doing just a framework operation, 
which is where you are just patrolling for presence. […] you really need intelligence 
during the operation, so you get information that warns you about something then 
you can position your forces very accurately to deal with that particular threat.
41
 
 
Concerning the neutralization of illegal armed groups, the G2 and the JMAC clearly 
had different roles in MONUSCO.
42
 On one hand, the G2 Chief described the functioning of 
their work at HQ as follows: 
[…] The command brings out the problem. […] These operations no matter are led 
by these guys here [at G2 Headquarters]. From G2 to FC and operates. […] G2 
mechanism to assess and collect a lot of information and if it is yes, a problem, he 
[FC] gives to a specific brigade to deal with it, to action. We assess the operation. So 
all we are doing is the intelligence-led.
43
 
 
There was a continuous need of update and actionably data on climate, terrain, and 
enemy in the case of the G2, for both the Mission’s headquarters and the battalions. In this 
sense, the JIOCs at Beni and Dungu were also instrumental for tactical purposes, since ‘[…] 
they seemed to have a quite good tool for pooling together more coordination approach at 
field office level […]’.44 Particularly, Beni was the main operational basis for the FIB.45 
Moreover, the intelligence products from G2 to lead the tactical level operations, known as 
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“Targeting documents”. These were composed of the following information: target name, area 
of operation, approval status, coordination, collateral damage risk, confidence, description, 
intelligence gaps, ISR access, guidance for deliver phase, trigger, task, method, effect, 
recommended action, approval authority, actions on objective, special instructions, tasks to 
supporting elements, protection of civilians, considerations on deliver phase, and ISR 
reporting (MONUSCO, 2010). 
On the other hand, JMAC did not have a considerable role at the tactical level, as its 
main tasks concerned supporting the SRSG with political analysis. It is important to highlight 
that its role in MONUSCO was somewhat different from its role in the UN Mission in Haiti 
(MINUSTAH). The latter was a case in which JMAC’s work coincided with the military 
intelligence’s work and they were much closer in providing information for intelligence-led 
operations. Nevertheless, it does not mean that JMAC in DR Congo did not cooperate and 
coordinate with G2. Indeed, officers from JMAC went to the field whenever deemed 
necessary.
46
 In addition, JMAC also received operational information, which it effectively 
shared with G2.
47
  
The MONUSCO’s intelligence-led operations against the armed groups in DR Congo 
were working even though there was still much to be done. From G2 Chief point of view: 
‘some armed groups have disappeared. Even the existing ones they are not that [strong] 
anymore’. 48 As assessed in one G2 document, 
Ongoing military operations against AGs [Armed Groups] have prevented the 
expansion of the AGs, neutralize and disarming, thereby reducing the threat posed 
by AGs on state authority and civilian security and making space for stabilization 
activities (MONUSCO, 2015b, 45). 
 
The main group defeated by MONUSCO in collaboration with the RD Congo Armed 
Forces (FARDC) in 2013 was known as March 23 Movement (M23).
49 
The M23 was 
different from other remaining armed groups since it had more firepower and was organized 
as conventional armed forces usually were, while other groups were more asymmetrically 
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equipped, and organized as insurgent forces.
50
 The M23 was defeated by classical land 
domain, land conquest, with engagements including artillery fire exchanges and considerable 
risk for the UN forces. In September 2015, there were still around 47 armed groups in the DR 
Congo. The UN Mission, given its limited resources, could only focus on 10 of them and was 
able to conduct intelligence-led operations against 4.
51
 The main actions were being taken 
against the ADF, the FDLR, and the FRPI.
52
 If properly analyzed, such information could be 
relevant to the Mission as a role, as well as to the UN Security Council and the Secretariat. 
There are two issues related to the remaining armed groups that indicate the reason 
intelligence can be considered crucial in the case of MONUSCO. First, while some armed 
groups were isolated in the countryside, others were stationed and operating in the villages. 
Intelligence had an important role in this regard, because there is always pressure to confirm 
information from all possible sources in a UN peacekeeping operation. For example, in order 
to bomb an armed group in an isolated area, the operation must be sure that the area is 
virtually isolated so that the action will not harm civilians.
53
 Second, most of the armed 
groups were in the same uniform as the FARDC. Therefore, there was a constant pressure to 
confirm whether the ones in consideration were an illegal armed group or actually part of the 
FARDC.
54
 This obstacle has connections with the problems between UN and DR Congo. In 
September 2015, the UN military operations were having difficulties with the illegal armed 
group FDLR, mainly due to political divergences between the UN Mission and the DRC 
government.
55
 As a G2’s Senior Analyst pointed out, 
Unfortunately, our relationship with FARDC is not strong as once was. […] the two 
generals, and kind of a split away between MONUSCO and FARDC and we are 
trying to repair those relationships on a regular basis and then we can continue to do 
joint operations. [MONUSCO forces operating together with FARDC] in a limited 
way right now. So in the operation Sukola I, we are providing limited logistics and 
limited intelligence support.
56
 
 
In this sense, one might say that keeping good (or at least not bad) relations with the national 
government and the FARDC helped to improve both the intelligence and the military capacity 
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of MONUSCO, leading to the defeat of the M23. Even if one considers only the usefulness of 
and the integration between the intelligence component and the other offices and forces 
involved in MONUSCO, it is reasonable to assume that intelligence has played a very central 
role in tactical terms. 
 
Sharing Information 
At the operational level (MONUSCO wide), there were many meetings in which 
intelligence came to be relevant. Some examples follow. Every morning, there was the 
“Morning Briefing” at Goma HQ, which was attended by elements of the force, including the 
Force Commander (FC), and sometimes JMAC and JOC. The goal was to brief and update the 
FC about the situation in the field.
 57
 Every Monday, there was the “Military Briefing” 
between Goma and Kinshasa, which the FC, the SRSG, and other civilians attended. 
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 Every 
Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday, there was another kind of morning meeting, in which the JOC 
briefed the participants. If there was a concerning situation in those meetings, the chief of 
JMAC briefed on what he had in terms of intelligence, since he had cross-referenced and 
checked information, being able to give a verbal analysis and assessment in order to help the 
best decision on that concern.
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 Every Saturday, there was a meeting of the FC with the 
brigades’ commanders by videoconference. 60 Twice a week, there was also an information 
community meeting at the JOC, where force, police, human rights, civil affairs, JMAC, and 
others participated. As JOC Chief stressed, ‘that is an opportunity to share, bring all up to the 
same level of understanding of information of what’s going on, particularly on armed groups, 
it is an operation and political focus’. 61 G2 and JMAC also had meetings to brief each other 
and exchange information.
62
 Nonetheless, the informal day-to-day contacts seemed more 
relevant. 
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The information sharing worked well inside MONUSCO and a significant part of the 
cooperation was done informally. 
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 G2, JMAC, JOC, FC, and SRSG seemed to be in the 
same pace and commonly concerned about the improvement of the information exchange for 
better results in the field. There was also a considerable cooperation and sharing between the 
civilian and military components. For instance, there was a military analyst from the Indian 
Battalion at the JMAC liaising with the Indian Battalion contingent in Nord Kivu. The goal 
was to facilitate the communication with that battalion in order to make the delivery of 
information faster for JMAC. 
64
  
Observers of the intelligence-policymaker relationship in national contexts recurrently 
complain about deficient interoperability, excessive compartmentalization, and lack of 
standardization. In the case of MONUSCO, those issues were not too problematic as to thwart 
the relationship between intelligence and command in the field. Other dimensions appeared to 
be more pressing, such as insufficient personnel and some lack of analytical proficiency. This 
is significant, considering the multidimensional and multinational nature of the mission. 
Nevertheless, the general understanding regarding information sharing between MONUSCO 
and other relevant stakeholders in the theater was less optimistic. The most important 
stakeholders were DR Congo’s government components, regional bodies such as the 
International Conference on the Great Lakes (ICGL), and other nations’ embassies and 
intelligence agencies. The contacts with chef coutumier (local village authorities) were also 
relevant.
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Regarding the national DR Congo government, there were occasionally intelligence 
meetings with the Agence Nationale de Renseignements (ANR), as well as with the Forces 
Armées de la République Démocratique du Congo (FARDC), and the Police Nationale 
Congolaise (PNC). However, information sharing was mostly through bilateral contacts and 
informal relations.
66
 While JMAC was the main responsible for the relations with ANR, G2 
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was in charge of relations with FADRC military intelligence. About ANR, according to a 
JMAC Information Analyst, even though they exchanged information and had a focal point 
there, the relationship was somehow strained. They used to have regular structured meetings, 
but in September 2015 relations were only informal.
67
 With respect to FARDC’s military 
intelligence, as G2 Chief pointed out: 
Previously […] we talk whichever the areas or operations concerned, we exchange 
that information, we give our products, and they give theirs. But when it is politics 
in the field here, yes it is there but not the way it was friendly before. […] it is not 
that much level, but we no matter communicate with them, we share what we have, 
we advise them, they advise us with what they have, but the political influence is in 
it.
68
 
 
The deterioration of UN relations with DR Congo government at the political-strategic 
level (mainly concerning the ultimate goals of MONUSCO and Kabila’s expressed discomfort 
with the United States of America interests in the region) had a negative impact on the 
exchange of information at the operational level. Even so, more technical and informal 
exchanges were kept whenever the parts could find common ground. 
At the regional level, MONUSCO shared information with International Conference 
on the Great Lakes Joint Intelligence Fusion Centre (ICGL JIF) and mostly with ICGL 
Expanded Joint Verification Mechanism (EJVM). EJVM had one liaison office at 
MONUSCO HQ in Goma with two military officers working directly with G2. 
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 As the name 
stands for, EJVM unit was responsible for verifications in particular areas and/or armed 
groups, as well as for making recommendations based on its findings.
70
 Besides, EJVM 
personnel met every Monday with MONUSCO’s staff to give updates on general security 
information about the Great Lakes’ region.71 As a feature of intelligence, they only provided 
‘need to know information’ for the mission. In turn, mission’s brigades also briefed them 
whenever they had some verification mission to engage.
72
 It is worth noting that there was 
also information sharing with other UN missions, at both G2 and JMAC levels, such as with 
MINUSCA (Central African Republic) and UNMISS (South Sudan).
73
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 With other Troop-Contributing Countries (TCC) and third countries’ diplomatic 
representations in Kinshasa, information sharing was also conducted in a rather informal and 
case-to-case basis. This is not a feature unique to MONUSCO, but a common and recurrent 
phenomenon in all UN activities and, risk saying, in any form of coalition warfare or any 
international endeavor. As someone from MONUSCO Headquarters pointed out, ‘[…] the 
other problem I find with intelligence is national caveats. [..] We have our national lines of 
information; we don’t like to spread it around. So that is a challenge to the UN. […] Although 
people don’t like systems that are informal, it is the only way to go.’ 74 Considering this 
reality, JMAC was decisive as an institution, as long as it tried to pull together pieces of 
information coming from the diplomatic community, the foreign security and intelligence 
services community, the defense attaché community, both formally and informally gathered.
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In the case of the diplomatic community, there were meetings every two weeks between them 
and the JOC, involving the ambassador’s committee (Security Council plus all the other 
diplomats) and the SRSG.
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Finally, it is appropriate to mention the case of the MONUSCO Arms Embargo 
Working Group, because JMAC (leader), FIB, Disarmament, Demobilization, Repatriation, 
Reintegration and Resettlement/Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration 
(DDRRR/DDR), UNPOL, and United Nations Mine Action Service (UNMAS) worked 
together on it, providing arms embargo validated data and accurate reports. Moreover, there 
was a relevant information exchange with FARDC military intelligence, ANR, and the Group 
of Experts on the Democratic Republic of the Congo in this regard (MONUSCO, 2014). 
As stressed at DPKO/DFS Handbook, ‘in multidimensional peacekeeping operations, 
the Military Component interacts with all other Mission Components, such as Civilian and 
Police Components to maximize the sharing of information and integration for wider 
collective impact of UN’s response’ (UN DPKO and UN DFS, 2014, 21). MONUSCO tried 
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to accomplish that mainly through meetings and bilateral contacts because, as someone from 
MONUSCO Headquarters highlighted, ‘[…] the importance – never undervalue – of a 
meeting or a briefing […] sometimes with the intelligence you cannot share much in writing 
but you can share quite a lot in talking’.77 It is hard to assess how much of such rationale is 
ex-post justification. Nonetheless, no matter how informal or problematic the information 
sharing within MONUSCO and between it and other stakeholders could have been, all 
evidence points towards a greater volume of knowledge exchange, which helped to improve 
what Abilova and Novosseloff (2016) called the ‘multidimensional situational awareness’ in a 
mission. 
 
Improving the Mandate 
At the strategic level, one shall remember that all UN peacekeeping operations are 
ultimately created at the United Nations Headquarters in New York City (UN HQ). They are 
responsive to bodies such as the Security Council, the General Assembly’s Advisory 
Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions, the Secretary-General, and the 
Secretariat. MONUSCO’s mandate and extensions were established by Security Council’s 
Resolutions 1925 (2010), 2053 (2012), 2147 (2014), 2211 (2015), and 2277 (2016). The 
SRSG was the authority in charge of implementing the mandate in the operational theater, 
being a vital link between UN HQ and the mission in the field. According to DPKO/DFS 
Handbook: 
[…] United Nations Field Missions are planned, directed and supported by the 
following key departments within the United Nations Headquarters in New York; 
the Department of Peacekeeping Operations, the Department of Political Affairs, the 
Department of Field Support and Department of Safety and Security […] The 
mandate for a peacekeeping operation, as established by the Security Council, is the 
starting point for defining a mission’s responsibilities. This will also dictate the 
mission structure. The command of peacekeeping operations is vested in the 
Secretary-General under the authority of the Security Council. The Secretary-
General, in turn, has delegated the overall responsibility for the conduct and support 
of these missions to the Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations. The 
Secretary-General also, with the consent of the Security Council, appoints a Special 
Representative of the Secretary-General (SRSG), who serves as Head of the Mission 
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and is responsible for implementing the mission’s mandate (UN DPKO and UN 
DFS, 2014, 11-18). 
 
In this context, as an organic part of the UN’s command and control chain (C2), the 
intelligence component was supposed to provide information to support not only the 
accomplishment of the mandate but also the improvement of it at the UN HQ. In other words, 
intelligence produced should inform both the Mission and the UN HQ about the missions’ 
accomplishments and challenges. It should also be consequential in terms of improving 
decision-making about mandates and implementation planning.  
In practical terms, however, there were limited intelligence structures or products 
available at the UN Headquarters. Although the UN Operations and Crisis Centre (UNOCC) 
was created in 2013 there, as well as some analytical capacities were available at the 
Department of Political Affairs (DPA), the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs (OCHA), and the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), none of them had 
much substantive interaction with the intelligence produced in the operational theater. This, in 
turn, created a room for a considerable gap between the strategic and the operational levels 
(Abilova & Novosseloff, 2016; Ekpe, 2007; Kuele, 2014). As someone from MONUSCO 
perceived it: 
There is not much in NY to be honest. In NY, they have the political officers there 
who will be clearly gathering information […] It is information, it is clean from 
diplomatic conversations, from cocktail parties and chats… and bits of information 
coming in. I mean certain members states they pass sensitive information to the 
UN.
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In any case, the main components providing information about MONUSCO to the 
strategic level were the JOC and the JMAC. The JOC sent on-time information to UN HQ, as 
long as there was a 24 hours structure in New York.
79
 As JOC Chief pointed out:  
[…] We produce the daily and weekly reports that we are asked to do by the 
leadership or by New York. […] For ones we send to New York, it is from SRSG to 
UN headquarters. […] every working day, the mission sends a code cable to New 
York, which is a summary of activities, political, operations, human rights, etc. […] 
There is like a ‘super JOC’ in New York, which is the UNOCC, the UN Ops and 
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Crisis Centre. […] All the JOCs in the missions send their reports; they coordinate 
the reports coming from the field. They brief the UN leadership in New York about 
what is going on in all the missions. So we have a relationship as MONUSCO with 
them, as does every field mission in terms of we send the reports, but they 
sometimes comes back to us and ask can you confirm this, can you clarify this, you 
send more information on this. So there is a two ways dialogue at the code cable 
[…] the daily code cable, five daily code cable is the main means of transmission of 
that information plus the special or flash reports on more agitations, they also go to 
New York.
80
 
 
The JMAC, in turn, as an integrated structure was responsible for supporting the 
senior mission leadership in planning and decision-making. Thus, some of the reports were 
also shared with New York.
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 According to JMAC SOP document: 
[…JMAC’s] assessment and analyses should inform the work of policy and 
planning units […] JMAC analytical reports and briefs […] should be predictive, 
rather than historical, and focus on risks, threats and opportunities relating to the 
implementation of mission mandate tasks. JMAC should prioritize products, which 
address issues at the HoM/SMT level of decision-making (MONUSCO, 2015c, 6-8).
  
 
The JOC was the main connection between the field and the UN HQ, whereas the 
JMAC was also relevant. Out of these two structures, the intelligence connections between the 
mission in the field and UN Headquarters in NY were weak. 
No evidence was found that Security Council’s Resolutions or the DPKO’s doctrinary 
documents have benefited from systematic analytical input produced by intelligence coming 
from either MONUSCO or UNOCC. Although intelligence does not make decisions, it can 
provide a common level of analysis and assessment to the UN decision-making process. In 
MONUSCO’s case, it seemed that there was a missing link between NY and the field, 
between the strategic and the operational and tactical levels, between the ends and means, 
contributing to less effectiveness. The establishment of the Group of Experts on Democratic 
Republic of the Congo was probably an attempt to reduce this gap. This group conducted field 
research in the DR Congo and offered its final report to the UN bodies in New York (UN 
Security Council, 2015).  
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Conclusion 
Intelligence activity, as an integral part of renewed structures for command and control 
(i.e. authority), has indeed become a significant tool for UN peacekeeping operations as 
demonstrated by the case of MONUSCO. The findings indicate that intelligence contributed 
to improve C
2
 at MONUSCO, although in different ways and intensity according to each level 
(tactical, operational, and strategic).  
The main intelligence structures of MONUSCO, the military intelligence (G2), the 
Joint Mission Analysis Centre (JMAC), and the Joint Operations Cell (JOC), were 
consequential and effective in terms of helping the mission to achieve its objectives by 
sharing information and supporting the chain of command and control. The G2 provided 
intelligence analysis and products for operations, while the JMAC concentrated in long term 
and predictive analysis for the political leadership. In addition to them, the JOC was an 
important tool for situational awareness and institutional information dissemination. 
In this sense, at the tactical level, MONUSCO can be labeled as an intelligence-led 
mission, especially regarding offensive actions taken against illegal armed groups. As 
prescribed by the mission’s mandate, the neutralization of illegal armed groups was a 
necessary step to protect civilians and help the Congolese government in its stabilization 
efforts. To accomplish such tactical goals, and to protect the force, intelligence was crucial 
during the period covered by the research. It is worth remembering that intelligence in 
MONUSCO came from different sources, mainly Human (HUMINT), but also Imagery 
(IMINT) and Open Sources (OSINT). Targeting information was particularly important to the 
FIB and the battalions, including target names, areas of operation, collateral damage risks, 
guidance for the deliver phase, recommended actions, and similar considerations.  
At the operational level, in turn, intelligence played a critical role sharing information 
to provide ‘multidimensional situational awareness’ at MONUSCO. It was done in a less 
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structured and formal basis than observed at the tactical level. Even so, its reach was larger 
since it was shared with other relevant actors outside the mission itself. Consequently, it 
seems that intelligence was helpful to improve mission effectiveness without being 
detrimental to the UN’s legitimacy.  
At the strategic level, in contrast, the research pointed out a significant gap between 
UN structures in New York and intelligence arrangements in the field. There were only 
limited intelligence components in New York, mainly at the UNOCC and some analytical 
capacities available at the DPA, OCHA, and DPKO. Their interactions with MONUSCO 
apparently were held through reports sent by the JOC and the JMAC at the mission level. 
Some intelligence have been incorporated more indirectly by reports and briefings provided 
by the SRSG and FC. One could assume that the Security Council’s Resolutions and the 
DPKO’s doctrinaire documents received little if any direct input from intelligence coming 
from MONUSCO. Therefore, it cannot be implied that, at least from the present research, 
intelligence has had an autonomous impact in terms of improving MONUSCO’s mandates as 
established by Security Council’s Resolutions 1925 (2010), 2053 (2012), 2147 (2014), 2211 
(2015), and 2277 (2016).  Notwithstanding, this assessment needs further interviews and 
technical visits to the United Nations Headquarters in New York City in order to better 
evaluate the role of the strategic level and the interplay of it with the other two levels. 
Whether MONUSCO has established a new pattern of intelligence in peacekeeping is 
something that remains to be seen. Since the UN missions in the 21st century have evolved to 
be multidimensional and embrace robust mandates, it is necessary to conduct more research 
on how and why intelligence activities do affect legitimacy and effectiveness of peacekeeping 
operations. As far as observed in the case of MONUSCO, legitimacy and informality were not 
the most pressing concerns at that juncture. It seemed that, at least for the people directly 
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involved with the mission in the field, the most pressing concerns were regarding 
coordination and adequate resources. 
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NOTES
                                                 
1 
On evaluation of command and control structures in peacekeeping, see Gordon (2001). 
2
 Cf. United Nations, Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations. 
3
 The exception of the Cold War was the UN Operation in the Congo (ONUC, 1960-1964), inasmuch as a 
Military Information Branch (MIB) was established. It was an important precedent to intelligence 
peacekeeping. See Dorn and Bell (1995), pp. 11-33. 
4
 At the same time the approach for intelligence activities changed at the UN and at the peacekeeping mission in 
the field with the end of the Cold War, “peacekeeping intelligence studies” began to flourish. The first 
publications were “Intelligence and UN Peacekeeping” (1994) by Hugh Smith, “Intelligence and 
Peacekeeping: The UN Operation in the Congo, 1960-64” (1995) by Walter Dorn and David Bell, and 
“Analysis and Assessment for Peacekeeping Operations” (1995) by David Ramsbothan. Mainly after the 
2000s, the topic was discussed at international conferences. Notably important was the conference 
“Peacekeeping and Intelligence: Lessons for the Future?” in 2002 because it originated the book 
“Peacekeeping Intelligence: emerging concepts for the future” (2003), edited by Ben de Jong, Wies Platje, and 
Robert David Steele. It contemplated the main writings regarding intelligence peacekeeping at that moment. 
5
 The most recent publications on intelligence peacekeeping have focused on mission’s case studies and/or on 
institutionalization of the Joint Mission Analysis Centre (JMAC). See Ramjoué (2011), pp. 468-484; and Dorn 
(2009), pp. 805-835. 
6
 The interviews and the visits were conducted by one of the authors, who was in DR Congo from 31 August to 
September 7, 2015. Most of the interviewees are identified in this article by their position in the mission. Only 
one, who preferred not to be identified, is referred as “someone from MONUSCO Headquarters”. Our 
gratitude to Lt Gal Santos Cruz and his Brazilian military personnel staff for all their help with the field 
research, the interviews, and the public documents they have pinpointed.  
7
 It is important to mention that there is no standard measure to evaluate UN peacekeeping operations 
effectiveness (Druckman & Diehl, 2014). See Fortna, Does Peacekeeping Work? Shaping Belligerents' 
Choices after Civil War (2008), who measured effectiveness through the duration of peace after civil wars. 
8
 This article was finished at the same time the report written by Abilova and Novosseloff was published by the 
International Peace Institute. The authors also have used the three level categorization (strategic, operational, 
and tactical) to analyze the role of intelligence in peacekeeping missions. Although their case study is United 
Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA) and their definition of 
intelligence is a bit different than the one used here, the independently conducted studies led to similar 
conclusions, which reinforces the recommendations made by both. See Abilova and Novosseloff (2016), pp. 
01-25.  
9
 First, as a colony owned by the King of Belgium Leopold II (1885-1908) and after as a Belgium colony (1908-
1960). See Castellano da Silva (2012), pp. 73-92. 
10
 General Mobutu Sese Seko Kuku started a dictatorial regime by a coup d'état that put him in power for 32 
years (1965-1997). He was supported by the United States and changed the name of the country to Zaire 
(1971-1997). 
11
 In 1996, Rwanda, Burundi, Angola, and Uganda invaded Zaire, aiming to overthrow Mobutu and helping 
Laurent Kabila to secure the presidency (First Congo War). In 1997, they succeeded and Laurent Kabila 
became president until 2001, changing the country’s name to Democratic Republic of Congo. 
12
 Laurent Kabila had excluded the Tutsis from his government and expelled Rwandan and Ugandan forces from 
Congo. In turn, they began the Second Congo War after that. Besides, they supported local rebellions against 
the Congolese government, which, on the other hand, obtained international support by Angola, Zimbabwe, 
Namibia, Sudan, Chad and Libya. See Visentini (2010), pp. 76-80. 
13
 Joseph Kabila was the actual head of state since 2001. He assumed the Congolese government after his father, 
Laurent Kabila, was murdered in 2001. 
14
 ONUC had the mandate to ensure withdraw of Belgium forces, to provide further military and technical 
assistance to the Congolese government. See United Nations Security Council, Document S/RES/143. ONUC 
stayed in Congo until June 1964. In 1961, it was authorized to include enforcement peacekeeping, which was a 
unique case during the Cold War.  
48 
                                                                                                                                                        
15
 The independency was in 1960, when Patrice Lumumba (leader of one of the nationalist movements) became 
the first Prime Minister and Joseph Kasavubu, the President. The new nation was named Republic of the 
Congo. The days following independency witnessed a major crisis, when Belgium deployed troops to repress 
manifestations and impose order to protect their nationals. There was no consent by the new Congolese 
government, which, in turn, appealed to United Nations for military assistance. See Dorn and Bell (1995), pp. 
11-33. 
16
 MONUC had the mandate to oversee the ceasefire agreement and withdraw of foreign forces, besides 
maintaining liaison with all the parts in the agreement. The ceasefire was agreed by Angola, DR Congo, 
Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe (known as the Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement, 1999). On the 
mandate, see United Nations Security Council, Document S/RES/1279. After, the mandate was expanded to 
include more tasks. You can find the new tasks at the UN website that follows: 
<ttp://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/monuc/mandate.shtml>. 
17
 On the relation between armed groups and natural resources in DR Congo, see United Nations Security 
Council, Document S/2015/797. On the relation between natural resources and civil wars, see Ross (2004), pp. 
337-356. 
18
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
19
 On armed groups in DR Congo, see Stearns and Vogel (2015). 
20
 For more information, see the MONUSCO website: 
<http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/monusco/facts.shtml>. 
21
 In September 2015, the SRSG was Martin Kobbler (from Germany), the PC was General Paschoal Champion 
(from France) and the FC was General Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz (from Brazil). 
22
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
23
 Integrated Text and Event Management system (ITEM) was the database for all incidents and some 
operational information. In the force, it was used by the battalions and brigades to enter information and then 
to compile their daily situational reports. Interview with G2’s Force Focal Point for ITEM, at MONUSCO 
Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
24
 Interview with Chief G2 FIB at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
25
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 4, 2015. 
26
 Interview with JOC Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
27
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
28
 The JOC Chief was responsible for the management and day-to-day work of the JOC, including coordination 
of its personnel, interaction with authorities, liaising with other parts inside and outside the mission, directing 
and disseminating reports, and organization first response in times of emergencies and crises. 
29
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
30
 On ITEM database, see Footnote 23. 
31
 Interview with JMAC Information Analyst 1, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
32
 Interview with G2’s Senior Analyst, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
33
 Interview with G2’s UAS Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
34
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
35
 Interview with G2’s Senior Analyst, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
36
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
37
 The JOC, in turn, was not about intelligence analysis. As JOC’s Chief stressed “It is more about day-to-day 
information. So it is more factual. It’s a reporting on what has happened with a limited amount of comment.” 
Interview with JOC Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
38
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
39
 According to Dorn (1995, p. 806), MINUSTAH “[…] was one of the pioneers of intelligence-led UN 
operations, […because…] in 2006-07, such an approach allowed the mission to gain ascendancy over gangs 
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who controlled large sections of several Haitian cities, particularly the capital Port-au-Prince. MINUSTAH 
made extensive use of its JMAC, as well as its Force intelligence branch at mission headquarters (U2), and its 
intelligence units (S2) within the regionally based battalions of the national contingents.” 
40
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
41
 Interview with someone from MONUSCO Headquarters that preferred not be identified, Goma, September 7, 
2015. 
42
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
43
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
44
 Interview with JOC Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
45
 Interview with FIB Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
46
 Interview with JMAC Information Analyst 2, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
47
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
48
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
49
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
50
 Interview with FIB Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
51
 Interview with G2 Senior Analyst, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
52
 As observed at the Morning Briefing, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 7, 2015. 
53
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
54
 Interview with FIB Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
55
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
56
 Interview with G2’s Senior Analyst, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
57
 As observed at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1-7, 2015. 
58
 As observed at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 7, 2015. 
59
 Interview with someone from MONUSCO Headquarters that preferred not be identified, Goma, September 7, 
2015. 
60
 As observed at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
61
 Interview with JOC Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
62
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
63
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
64
 Interview with JMAC Military Analyst, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
65
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
66
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
67
 Interview with JMAC Information Analyst 2, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
68
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
69
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 4, 2015. 
70
 Interview with EJVM Investigator, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
71
 Interview with EJVM Investigator, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
72
 Interview with EJVM Investigator, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
73
 Interview with G2 Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 1, 2015. 
74
 Interview with someone from MONUSCO Headquarters that preferred not be identified, Goma, September 7, 
2015. 
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75
 Interview with someone from MONUSCO Headquarters that preferred not be identified, Goma, September 7, 
2015. 
76
 Interview with JOC Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
77
 Interview with someone from MONUSCO Headquarters that preferred not be identified, Goma, September 7, 
2015. 
78
 Interview with someone from MONUSCO Headquarters that preferred not be identified, Goma, September 7, 
2015. 
79
 Interview with Force Commander, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 5, 2015. 
80
 Interview with JOC Chief, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
81
 Interview with JMAC Information Analyst 1, at MONUSCO Headquarters, Goma, September 2, 2015. 
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3 AGENDA DE PESQUISA FUTURA 
 
O tema da inteligência em operações de paz obviamente não se esgota nesta 
dissertação. Propõe-se como agenda para pesquisas futuras a continuidade dos estudos de caso 
detalhados de inteligência em operações de paz (como o realizado no artigo que compõe a 
Segunda Parte do trabalho); estudos de casos comparados; estudos dos batalhões militares e 
seus aparatos de inteligência; estudos comparados dos Joint Mission Analysis Centres 
(JMACs); estudos das relações civis-militares nas estruturas de inteligência; estudo das 
mudanças nas estruturas de comando, controle e inteligência com advento do uso da força; 
estudo de efetividade e legitimidade das operações de paz; estudo do papel da ONU enquanto 
provedora de segurança internacional; dentre outras diversas possibilidades.  
Como agenda de pesquisa pessoal, pretendo nos próximos anos aprofundar a pesquisa 
sobre a ONU enquanto provedora de segurança no sistema internacional em transformação. 
Vive-se atualmente um recrudescimento da crise humanitária em diversos países 
assolados por conflitos, agravamento este exemplificado pela crise dos refugiados (sobretudo 
sírios), a persistência da crise econômica e a ascensão de governos autoritários em diversos 
países. Uma vez que todos esses fenômenos adquirem, em grau variado, uma dimensão 
global, eles têm implicações para o futuro do sistema internacional. Assim, estudar a ONU 
como provedora de segurança no sistema internacional envolve uma discussão sobre a própria 
governança global. 
A governança global é definida a partir da ideia de que é possível haver sistemas e 
regras ou normas que asseguram algum grau de ordem (governança), sem necessariamente 
existir um governo central no sistema internacional (ROSENAU; CZEMPIEL, 1992, 
ROSENAU, 1995). A governança global seria, no mundo contemporâneo, um substituto para 
autoridade transnacional e imposição (THAKUR; WEISS, 2010). Tal fenômeno envolveria, 
além dos governos nacionais, organizações intergovernamentais, instituições privadas e não 
governamentais (BARNETT; FINNEMORE, 2004, KARNS; MINGST, 2010).  
Neste sentido, a ONU contribui para a governança global (HERZ; HOFFMANN, 
2004) posto que ela é na verdade um sistema com normas e procedimentos para resolução de 
problemas que abarcam aspectos econômicos, sociais, políticos e securitários. Certamente, 
nem tudo decidido em seu âmbito é seguido pelos países membros, uma vez que a mesma não 
tem meios próprios para impor sua vontade e os Estados são soberanos. Entretanto, o 
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Conselho de Segurança da ONU (CSNU)
 16
 é pelo menos reconhecido como órgão com poder 
deliberativo máximo, cuja finalidade é preservar a paz e a segurança mundial (UN, 1945). A 
partir dos anos de 1990, a atuação do CSNU e da ONU na área de segurança internacional 
passou a ser mais saliente (aumento significativo do número de operações de paz criadas).
17
 
Por outro lado, os diversos fracassos e críticas em relação à ineficiência da ONU em 
operações de paz durante a década de 1990 ensejaram propostas de melhoria da efetividade e 
da legitimidade do sistema ONU, conforme apontado na Primeira Parte desta dissertação. 
Em parte, tais falhas foram reconhecidas e várias das críticas incorporadas em 
documentos posteriores da Organização. Por um lado, houve algum grau de adaptabilidade 
por parte da ONU. As operações de paz, por exemplo, ao longo dos anos, foram expandidas 
de missões para monitorar cessar-fogo e acordos de paz para uma gama a mais de tarefas – 
incluindo a proteção de civis, o monitoramento de eleições, a ajuda em casos de desastres 
naturais, a reconstrução nacional e a imposição da paz. Por outro lado, às ameaças chamadas 
de tradicionais à segurança global juntaram-se outras. Dentre elas se incluem fenômenos 
distintos em natureza e relevância, como o contrabando, o crime organizado, o narcotráfico, a 
violência civil e o terrorismo (TULCHIN; FRÜHLING; GOLDING, 2003; CEPIK; ARTURI, 
2011; VILLA, 2009; VILLA; OSTOS, 2005).  
Embora uma das formas da ONU endereçar ameaças, quando definidas como tal pelo 
CSNU, nos últimos anos, venha sendo as operações de paz
18
, Ramalho (2010, p.137) enfatiza 
que ainda são numerosos e complexos os desafios das mesmas, tendo em vista, por exemplo, 
a necessidade de conciliar tensões entre interesses de Estados e indivíduos e de formalmente 
respeitar a soberania dos países. 
Do ponto de vista teórico, a ONU pode ser compreendida, a partir da tipologia 
proposta por Duffield (2006) 
19
, como uma instituição de segurança internacional inclusiva e 
                                                 
16
  O CSNU é composto por cinco membros permanentes com direito de vetar unilateralmente as decisões 
tomadas em seu âmbito, chamados P5: Estados Unidos, França, Reino Unido, Rússia e China. 
Adicionalmente, há dez membros rotatórios (UN, 1945). 
17
  Como exemplo, houve a implementação de 51 operações de paz entre 1991 e 2014, enquanto foram apenas 
18 entre 1945 e 1990 (KUELE, 2014).  
18
  Além das operações de paz, que envolvem o uso da força, outros mecanismos da ONU são empregados, tais 
como as missões políticas especiais e as atividades de consolidação da paz. Enquanto as primeiras objetivam 
reforçar atividades voltadas para a prevenção e a reconstrução pós-conflito, as segundas referem-se aos 
esforços realizados no âmbito da Comissão de Consolidação da Paz (CCP) para assistir países em processos 
de negociação da paz, recuperação e reconstrução pós-conflito e desenvolvimento socioeconômico 
(ABDENUR; HAMANN, 2016). Vale destacar que, a despeito das nomeações diferentes, diversas operações 
de paz acabam englobando tarefas dos dois outros mecanismos mencionados. 
19
  Duffield (2006) criou uma tipologia para Instituições de Segurança Internacional (ISIs). Segundo o autor, a 
ONU estaria na categoria inclusiva e com regras contingentes, visto que seu objetivo fundamental é aumentar 
a segurança entre seus Estados membros, reduzindo a probabilidade de conflito militar entre eles e, para isso, 
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com regras contingentes.  Em consonância, constitui um sistema de segurança coletiva, uma 
vez que é “um mecanismo internacional que conjuga compromissos de Estados nacionais para 
evitar, ou até suprimir, agressão de um Estado contra o outro” (HERZ; HOFFMANN, 2004, 
p.83). Tal sistema de segurança coletiva é caracterizado por um considerável grau de 
adaptabilidade, o que lhe fornece uma utilidade potencial em uma ampla gama de situações 
(DUFFIELD, 2016). 
Ademais, deve-se sempre levar em consideração os constrangimentos à atuação da 
ONU no nível global, uma vez que os interesses, capacidades e interações dos Estados mais 
poderosos ainda definem, em grande medida, a ordem internacional. Assim sendo, a ONU, 
como organização internacional, acaba por participar e interferir em assuntos e/ou regiões 
concernentes a questões de segurança internacional, quando assim decidem (e concordam) os 
membros permanentes do CSNU. Frequentemente, isto acontece em áreas do globo não 
prioritárias para as grandes potências e/ou quando as mesmas preferem enviar a Organização 
para mediar ou remediar alguma externalidade negativa que possa afetar mesmo os mais 
poderosos. Exatamente por estar limitada a exercer funções complementares em se tratando 
do déficit de segurança global, a ONU pode e precisa mostrar competência para reduzir danos 
e prevenir crises, onde for possível. 
Por fim, na mesma medida em que crises humanitárias e papeis tradicionais e não 
tradicionais constituem um desafio para a organização no provimento da segurança coletiva, 
elas abrem uma janela de oportunidades para a ONU exercer melhor suas capacidades e 
competências de modo a ter um papel mais relevante na redução do déficit de segurança 
global. Justamente por conta desses desafios e complexidades, pretendo seguir, nos próximos 
anos, uma agenda de pesquisa que privilegie o papel da ONU na governança global e na 
segurança internacional. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                        
lança mão de regras que indicam, caso um ou mais Estados membros alterem seu comportamento, o que os 
demais devem fazer. 
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APÊNDICE A – Roteiro Entrevista Semiestruturada 
 
 
 
Objetivo - realizar pesquisa sobre a atividade de inteligência na MONUSCO. 
 
Dissertação de Mestrado no âmbito do Programa de Pós-Graduação em Estudos Estratégicos 
Internacionais (PPGEEI) da Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul (UFRGS). 
 
Prezado Sr./Sra.: 
 
Por gentileza, gostaríamos de conhecer sua opinião sobre os temas abaixo. Trata-se de uma 
entrevista semiestruturada, ou seja, o roteiro que segue é apenas uma sugestão inicial e 
qualquer aspecto pode ser acrescentado conforme considerares relevante. Os entrevistados 
podem autorizar ou não a atribuição de autoria individual. Nenhuma opinião será identificada 
como posição oficial da ONU ou do país do entrevistado. Trata-se de pesquisa acadêmica cujo 
objetivo é entender e contribuir para o aperfeiçoamento do importante trabalho realizado pelas 
Nações Unidas. 
 
 
1. Destaque os objetivos mais importantes da MONUSCO. 
2. Quais as principais dificuldades para cumprir tais objetivos?  
3. Em geral, qual o papel da atividade de inteligência na MONUSCO? 
4. Como as atividades de inteligência se inserem na cadeia de comando da MONUSCO? 
5. Como as estruturas de inteligência da MONUSCO se relacionam com os organismos da 
ONU em Nova York? 
6. Como as estruturas de inteligência da MONUSCO se relacionam com os organismos da 
RDC (governo, FARDC e inteligência)? 
7. Como as estruturas de inteligência da MONUSCO se relacionam com os outros atores 
presentes no teatro de operações (organismos da própria ONU, ONGs, população local 
etc.)? 
8. Quais são os principais meios de coleta de informações? 
9. Como funciona o JMAC e a análise de informações? 
10. Quais os tipos de produtos de inteligência existem na MONUSCO e como se dá a 
disseminação dos mesmos? 
11. Como o comando da missão incorpora a inteligência nas operações da MONUSCO, 
incluindo as da FIB? 
12. Como melhorar a atividade de inteligência em operações de paz da ONU? 
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APÊNDICE B – Semi-structured Interview Questions 
 
 
 
Purpose - research on intelligence activity in MONUSCO. 
 
Master's dissertation in the International Strategic Studies Program (PPGEEI) of the Federal 
University of Rio Grande do Sul (UFRGS). 
 
Dear Sirs/Madams: 
 
We kindly request your opinion on the following topics. It is a semi-structured interview. In 
other words, the following guide serves as a suggestion and you may add any other aspect you 
consider relevant. The interviewees may or may not allow individual authorship. The opinions 
expressed here will not be taken as the official position of the UN or the interviewed country. 
This is an academic research, which aims at understanding and contributing to the 
improvement of the important work performed by the United Nations. 
 
 
1. Highlight MONUSCO’s most important goals 
2. What are the main obstacles to accomplish these goals?  
3. In general, what is the intelligence activity role in MONUSCO? 
4. How are the intelligence activities carried out in MONUSCO’s chain of command? 
5. How is the relationship between MONUSCO’s intelligence structures and the UN bodies 
in New York? 
6. How is the relationship between MONUSCO’s intelligence structures and the DR Congo 
(government, FARDC, national intelligence)? 
7. How is the relationship between MONUSCO’s intelligence structures and other actors in 
the field (other UN bodies, NGOs, local population, etc.)? 
8. What are the main forms of intelligence collection? 
9. How do the JMAC and the information analysis work? 
10. What are the types of intelligence products in MONUSCO, and how their dissemination 
occurs? 
11. How does the MONUSCO’s command incorporate intelligence for the operations, 
including the ones employed by FIB? 
12. How to improve intelligence in UN peacekeeping? 
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ANEXO A – DR Congo and Region 
 
 
 
Product provided by MONUSCO. April 2015. 
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ANEXO B – MONUSCO Military Deployment 
 
 
 
Product provided by MONUSCO. April 2015. 
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ANEXO C – Nord-Kivu and Sud-Kivu DR Congo 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Product provided by MONUSCO. April 2015. 
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ANEXO D – Armed Groups in DR Congo 
 
 
 
Product provided by MONUSCO. April 2015. 
